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ZONE TEXT CHANGE APPLICATIONS 

 

ZT-3-2015 

West Valley City 

Adding and amending several sections to create the A-2 and RE zones, enact land use regulations 

within those zones and enact regulations regarding the rezoning of property 

 

At the direction of the City Council, City staff is proposing an amendment to the zoning ordinance that 

would: 

1. create the A-2 (agriculture, minimum lot size 2 acres) zone and the RE (residential estate, 

minimum lot size 15,000 square feet) zone, 

2. enact regulations within the A-2 and RE zones and 

3. enact regulations regarding the rezoning of property. 

 

A copy of the proposed amendments is included with this report. 

 

The new A-2 zone would be identical to the A and A-1 zones in all respects and requirements except for 

the minimum lot size, which is proposed at 2 acres. While a property zoned A-2 could be developed into 

2 acre lots, it is anticipated that the A-2 zone will likely be a holding or temporary zone until such time 

as a property owner is ready to develop. 

 

The new RE or residential estate zone addresses permitted and conditional uses; minimum lot size, 

frontage and setback requirements; minimum housing standards; height restrictions; landscaping 

standards; parking restrictions; subdivision standards and PUD standards for the zone. This zone 

establishes a large minimum lot size of 15,000 square feet and high housing standards to provide areas 

in the City for large, estate lots for single family residential development. The housing standards in the 

RE zone supersede the housing design standards or point system found in Section 7-14-105. 

 

The proposed ordinance amendments also includes the following regulation: “Property within City 

limits may only be amended or rezoned to the following zones: A-2, RE, C-1, C-2, C-3, BRP, MXD, CC 

and M. If adopted, this provision would prohibit zone changes to any of the following zones: A, A-1, R-

1-4, R-1-6, R-1-8, R-1-10, R-1-12, R-1-15, R-1-20, R-2-6.5, R-2-8, RM, RMH and RB. In other words, 

all new residential only developments within the City that have not already received entitlements would 

be developed in the RE zone. 

 

The City Council has long been concerned about the shrinking amount of available land for residential 

development and the lack of high end or executive type housing in the City. Included with this report is 

a map showing home values across Salt Lake County and a document entitled “Talking Points for 

Housing Standards.” This map and document help illustrate the Council’s concerns. To address these 

concerns, the Council passed a temporary land use regulation or moratorium of zone changes to any 

residential zone on October 7, 2014. This moratorium, which became effective on October 14, 2014 was 

in effect for six months.  

 

During the moratorium staff had several discussions with the City Council to explore ways to address 

the lack of high end housing in the City. After considering different options, the Council directed staff to 

make the proposed ordinance amendments and to rezone approximately 750 acres of property to either 

A or A-2 depending upon the size of the property. The zone changes are addressed in application GPZ-

1-2015. 

 

During the Planning Commission’s study session, the possibility of adding some flexibility to the RE 

zone housing standards was discussed. Examples included stone being allowed along with brick as an 
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exterior material and tile being allowed along with laminated architectural shingles as a roofing 

material. The Planning Commission’s recommendation to the City Council can certainly contain 

suggested revisions. 

 

Staff Alternatives: 

1. Approval. 

2. Approval, subject to recommended revisions by the Planning Commission. 

3. Continuance, for reasons determined during the public hearing. 

4. Denial. 

 

 Applicant:  Opposed:   Opposed:             Opposed: 

 West Valley City  Chris Gamvroulas  Stephen McCutchan           John Betts 

    978 Woodoak Lane  1750 Janella             3920 S 5200 W

  

 

 Opposed:  Opposed:  Opposed:  Opposed:  
 Dan McCay  David Brundle  Robert Farnsworth Ross Holliday 

    3264 W 3100 S 3696 S 5600 W  Salt Lake HBA 

 

 Opposed:  Opposed:  Opposed:  Opposed: 

 Jim Yates  Anthony Jacketta Kelly Engel  Donnie Sweazy 

 3076 Cruise Way 2794 S 6100 W 3610 S 3440 W  7103 Gates Ave 

 

 Opposed:  Opposed:  Opposed:  Opposed: 
 JoAnn Jacobs  Mary Jayne Davis Robb Martin  Carol Ferguson 

 3935 S 6000 W 6685 W Feulner Ct. 3888 S 6400 W  3657 Summertime Pl. 

 

 Opposed:  Opposed:   Opposed:    

 Jeff Condie  Greg Fabiano    Jim Defa    

 4625 W 4100 S 8121 Copper Canyon Way 3765 S 6400 W 

 

 Opposed:    Opposed:   

 Thomas Michael Mansfield  Robert McConnell 

 7148 W 2820 S   101 S 300 E 

 

Barbara Thomas 

Our first item on the agenda today is a zone text change application and it’s being made by West Valley 

City and we’ll have Steve Pastorik do the presentation on that.  

Steve Pastorik 

Thank you. So our first application is an amendment to the zoning ordinance and before getting into the 

actual proposal in terms of the ordinance wanted to go over some of the reasons why the city council has 

directed staff to make this application as well as the second application we have on our agenda this 

evening. So this first slide shows in West Valley the breakdown of single family homes by lot size. As 

you can see on the left hand side smaller lots and as you move to the right you have larger lots and its 

basically showing each bracket showing the percentage of lots that are in that particular size.  You can 

see that as you get into larger lot sizes, particularly 15,000 square feet or larger, or about 1/3 of an acre, 

there is only about 5% of the lots in the City that fall into that category. The concern from the council 

here is having more of a balance of lot sizes by having more larger lots in the City. This next slide here 
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is showing the percentage of all housing in various cities in the county that is single family. So in other 

words if you look at the far left where it has West Valley City, of all the housing units in the City about 

66% are single family detached homes. The balance would be things like duplexes, apartments, 

townhomes and the like. And so you can see there other communities that have a higher percentage of 

single family homes when compared to the city. And by the way these particular numbers come from 

the census and the previous numbers on lot size come from the City’s own mapping system. This next 

map here came from a study that was prepared by the Bureau of Economic and Business Research. It’s 

using County Assessor information and so this is looking at home values across Salt Lake County. 

When you look at the County overall you can see the fluctuations in value here. And on the… as you get 

toward the red and orange colors on the map those are the lower value areas and as you approach the 

green colors you are getting into the higher value areas. And so you can see the pretty dramatic change 

in values between West Valley and other neighboring communities and then as you move to the east and 

the south. So again the concern from the Council here would be trying to have a better balance of 

housing mix here. This next slide is just another way of looking at value. So the bars in blue represent 

the percentage of owner occupied housing that fall into a certain income range, oh excuse me, not 

income range but a certain price point. So this again comes from the census, these represent owner 

occupied units would be single family homes, townhomes, condos, so any type of housing that’s for 

sale. And as you look at this West Valley’s mix of owner occupied units compared to the County as a 

whole again we are definitely weighted more heavily toward more moderately priced housing. Another 

way to look at this particular graph is when you look at all the owner occupied units in the City which is 

the third bar there. There’s roughly about 40% of the owner occupied units in the city are between 

$150,000-$200,000 where as in  the county that represents a little over 20% or 22%. Finally just a 

couple more points here to address value and why these applications are being proposed here. So when 

you look at it in terms of a median value again from the census the County median value for owner 

occupied units it’s about $232,000 versus in West Valley median value is about $170,000. I referenced a 

study that was prepared by the business, or excuse me, the Bureau of Economic and Business research… 

from that study they identified that of all the households in the county West Valley has 11% or 

represents 11% of the households yet when it comes to homes priced over $250,000 we have 1% of 

those housing units. What’s significant about $250,000 is that’s the price point at which the household 

earning the median income could afford a home priced at $250,000. So again those are just some 

numbers that show how, or really the issue here of concern for the Council in providing a greater mix of 

housing product for the City. Certainly we have more moderately priced housing but very little by way 

of larger lots and higher value housing in the City.   

Now discussing the specifics of the zone text amendment or change to the zoning ordinance. There are 

essentially three changes that are being proposed. The first is that we’re creating a new A-2 zone which 

is an agricultural zone where the minimum lot size is 2 acres. The second change related is we’re 

creating a new residential estate zone, or RE, zone. Along with those we’re enacting standards within 

those zones, so the A-2 and RE zones. And then the third change is there is a provision that would 

restrict the zones that could be requested in the future. And so specifically what that provision is saying 

is that any future rezone request would be limited to the following zones and I’ll just mention those so 

it’s A-2, RE, C-1, C-2, C-3, the B/RP zone, MXD, the City Center zone, and manufacturing, And so 

those would the zones that would be, or what the applicant could petition the City for assuming this 

ordinance is adopted as written. Just by way of background the City has over the years made numerous 

changes to ordinances in an effort to have higher quality housing. So beginning in frankly the late 90’s 

the City started to amend ordinances to require larger home sizes, started to require higher quality 

materials on exteriors of homes, in the mid 2000’s adopted a point system for architectural features, and 

so again the City has made progress in terms of better housing quality in the past and now the Council 
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again as we look at where we are today is concerned with the limited amount of ground that’s remaining 

in the City and as you’ll see in the packet there’s 756 acres that’s anticipated for residential development 

that’s not already received approvals from the city. So that represents about 3% of all the land in the 

City. So again the council very concerned about the shrinking amount of residential ground available in 

the city. And again trying to have a better balance of housing. And again really requiring or pushing for 

higher value housing, higher quality housing on the remaining property in the city. Any questions from 

the commission?  

Barbara Thomas 

Just one question or clarification. If I have a piece of property and it currently is zoned A and it’s 

recommended that it go to an A-2 and I have horses can I continue to keep my horses there?  

Steve Pastorik 

Yes, so they’re both agricultural zones so the same standards in terms of animal rights and the number 

of animals would remain the same.  

And just by way of clarification for the Commission and for the audience. We have two applications that 

are for consideration that are related. The first application we’re considering at this point is the actual 

change to the zoning ordinance. The next application that will be considered by the Commission will be 

changes to the City’s general plan as well as zoning on specific properties. And so, just again, as we 

hear comments just want to make that clarification that this first one is relating to the change to the 

zoning ordinance. The next one is relating to changes to actual zoning on specific properties as well as 

the general plan.  

Jack Matheson 

Steve, the largest zoning right now is probably R-1-8 so you are taking a lot of these lots from R-1-8 to 

agricultural, to A-2. Is that correct?  

Steve Pastorik 

In terms of what the greatest amount of zoning we have in the City?  

Jack Matheson 

Yes.  

Steve Pastorik 

So we did an inventory of zoning a number of years ago, and actually it’s been within the last year, in 

terms of how many acres we have of different zones within the City. If you look at all the residential 

zones we have within the City, R-1-8 zoning represents about 44% of all the residentially zoned 

property. So to give you a point of reference there’s just over 10,000 acres in the City that are zoned for 

residential use and about 44% of that is zoned R-1-8. So it is by far the largest zoning that exists in the 

City for residential use.  

Jack Matheson 

Ok. One other question while I’ve got ya. The, we’re talking about getting rid of the residential business 

zone and going with the B/RP? What’s the differences between those two zones?  

Steve Pastorik 
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Sure, so the B/RP is the Business Research Park Zone and there’s really two locations within the City 

where that is located for a point of reference. You have the Metro Business Park in the northeast part of 

City and then a portion of the Lake Park Development is also zoned B/RP or Business Research Park. 

So it’s really more of a business park type zone whereas the residential business zone is more for 

smaller scale you know real estate office, dental office, but it also allows a single family home. So again 

it’s meant to be smaller scale where you can have a home or a business. But the Business Research Park 

Zone is really intended for a larger business park.  

Jack Matheson 

Okay so a dental office, if they wanted to come in, they would have to come into a commercial zone 

rather than a B/RP zone. Is that correct?  

Steve Pastorik  

In the future unless they are moving into an existing RB zone. 

Harold Woodruff 

So Steve, staying on that same subject. So the older houses on 3500 south that as they’re being pushed 

out by commercial development. They no longer would have the option of, they basically  could not do 

an RB zone now, they’d have to somehow accumulate properties and go to a commercial zone most 

likely?  

Steve Pastorik 

Right and there’s.. yes.. so the RB zone, if the zoning goes through as proposed the RB zone would not 

be an option in terms of requesting that zone. And that zone does have a minimum lot size of 8,000 

square feet. So in a commercial zone it’s 20,000 square feet so they would need to have at least 20,000 

square feet to do a commercial use.  

Brent Fuller 

Of the number of acres that are effected in this, seven hundred and roughly fifty, what is their 

predominant zoning now? Are they mostly A?  

Steve Pastorik 

Good question. If we actually, if we maybe could pull up a zoning map, but it’s a mix. You have a large 

portion that’s zoned A or A-1 but you also have properties that are zoned R-1-8 or R-1-10. So I would 

say that most fall into that A or A-1 but then you also have a few other zones as well that are in the 

minority. But most of the properties considered for a change in zoning in the next application would be 

either R-1-8, R-1-10, A, or A-1.  

Brent Fuller 

This screen here doesn’t really serve a lot of purpose and there’s some people hiding around it. Could 

that be raised without raising the other ones?  

Barbara Thomas  

I think that we’ll probably need it for the map when we get to that point don’t ya think?  
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Brent Fuller 

They’re all facing this way.  

Barbara Thomas 

You can’t see that anyway can you? [addressing audience] Can we go ahead and raise that? 

Steve Pastorik 

I know we can raise all the screens, I’m just not technically sure if we can raise just the one. We’ll have 

someone do that for us.  

Clover Meaders  

So in this zone text change ordinance change we would be removing the possibility of re-zoning to A 

and A-1?  

Steve Pastorik 

That’s right.  

Clover Meaders 

What’s the reasoning for that?  

Steve Pastorik 

Well you can under this proposal you can have the RE zone which allows a 15,000 square foot lot. And 

so you can still have lots larger than 15,000 it would just be the minimum would be 15,000.  

Clover Meaders 

If somebody had 4 acres, or well 3.5 acres, and they wanted to subdivide it for like their two kids or 

something they couldn’t do that with 3.5 acres right?  

Steve Pastorik 

Under.. with 3.5 acres they would need to request the RE Zone to be able to further subdivide.  

Jack Matheson 

My next question is about agricultural zones… it seems to me like you’re bringing agricultural into a 

residential zone. Along with the agricultural, you’re bringing animals. And I personally don’t want a 

house with animals next to me.  

Barbara Thomas  

Do you presently have an agricultural zone?  

Jack Matheson 

We could, ya. I’m actually part of this, I was noticed on this as well.  

Barbara Thomas  

So his issue if there is a piece, a parcel, that’s agriculture at present that’s in their neighborhood can they 

bring in animals after this, if this is passed?  
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Steve Pastorik 

So if it’s agriculturally zoned at present then they already have animal rights. If it’s not currently zoned 

agricultural then they would have animal rights under this proposal. Now again the purpose in creating 

the Residential Estate, the RE zone, is that, as I mentioned, these 756 acres the City anticipates 

residential development at some point in the future. In looking at the agricultural zone the thought there 

was there are gonna be properties that aren’t quite ready to develop and so instead of proposing 

residential zoning now having this agricultural zone until such time as a property owner is ready to 

develop. But to answer your question, yes, in the time that the property is zoned agricultural there would 

be animal rights.  

Barbara Thomas 

We have other questions? Okay is there anyone who would like to speak to the zone text change? We’re 

dealing with the three issues of creating an A-2 zone and the RE zone and enact regulations regarding 

the rezoning of their property. Sir let’s start… okay this might be difficult. Should we have them stand 

in line? Let’s just start then, this gentleman that raised his hand first and then I’ll alternate side to side. 

And don’t forget your name and address. 

Chris Gamvroulas  

I’ll try not to forget my name. Chris Gamvroulas, Ivory Development/Ivory Homes, speaking against 

the application, both applications today, if you don’t mind, since the two are tied together I’ll not speak 

to the second application. Steve would you put up the one slide that showed the comparison of lots in 

the surrounding communities? Back… back one… there ya go. So the reason that this slide really is 

irrelevant in this discussion is that the majority of the communities where you see the larger percentage 

of single family homes are communities that are still very much in development.  Riverton is only about 

50% built out, South Jordan is only about 50% built out, West Valley is 97% built out. If you really 

want to look at comparable lot sizes to multi-family you’ll look at Salt Lake City, you’ll look at Provo, 

you’ll look at Orem, you’ll look at Ogden. Those are gonna be your more comparable communities. Not 

that this isn’t instructive, it demonstrates the lot sizes relative to surrounding communities in Salt Lake 

County but West Valley is unique in Salt Lake County as are all the cities in Salt Lake County. I would 

submit to you that you’ll find a high percentage of multi-family housing in Holladay and Cottonwood 

Heights… you will, they’re built out communities and so they’re doing infill development. The vast, 

vast majority of the properties that would be subject to this are infill projects. We have a large stake 

holding in your community, some of you I’ve known for 20 years, you know that says something about 

your longevity here and I guess mine. But when we started having these conversations that Steve 

alluded to earlier about how to raise the housing stock many times the City came to the Ivory companies 

and to many other builders, I can only speak for ourselves, but certainly not to speak against any of the 

other builders or developers, but we have been working with the City to raise the bar and we have been 

trying to improve the housing stock and we’ve been successful and not one time have we really 

improved the housing stock or improved values by saying every lot has to be 15,000 square feet 

minimum. It just doesn’t compute… housing quality does not necessarily mean home values. And I 

would submit to you that in Highbury where we’ve built 98% or 95% of all the for sale housing, in 

Highbury both townhomes and single family, I’d submit to you that our townhome sales prices in the 

low to mid 200’s tells you that it isn’t about lot size, it is about quality and the quality of community 

design. And if you said to me, Chris, cuz you’ve said this to me over 20 years, let’s improve the housing 

stock in West Valley and lets look at all the communities that’ve been built here and let’s make a list, its 

like a recipe for a really nice loaf of bread and so what are we going to put into it? Do we just arbitrarily 
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toss flour and salt and call it good or do we actually follow a recipe? And this, you know, this proposal 

when did we ever say 15,000 square feet… like if you are gonna drive around your City where would ya 

look for that and say that’s raised our housing quality or 12,000 square foot lots or all brick? 100% brick 

exteriors? Drive around any community, I don’t mean just West Valley, but drive around any 

community where you think that there are high property values and tell me if you think that’s an 

ingredient in your tasty loaf of bread. It’s not. It’s like saying eh, let’s throw in some salt, it’ll be fine, 

because I saw somebody make bread one time and they put salt in it. And that’s what this proposal is. 

It’s an amalgamation on how to try to make bread but it’s really not following the right recipe. You 

wouldn’t say third car garages are mandatory, you wouldn’t say, you know, 20% open space. The City 

itself cannot support 20% open space and you’re asking for a community. Let’s say you have 15 acres 

on 5600 W and you’re telling you have to give up what  3 acres of that to a park and have a homeowners 

association maintain it. But the City itself can’t maintain 20% open space, if we said raise taxes so that 

everything was 20% open space. But there’s an expectation in this document that homeowners 

associations are going to be able to maintain, at a high quality, 20% of their property in open space just 

for no reason but because they went from 15,000 square foot lots to 12,000. I submit to you that there 

are much better ways to do this, we’ve been doing it for 20 years, we’ve been doing it successfully, we 

have the right recipe. What Steve said earlier about, you know, we’ve been working with the 

development community you know in the mid 90’s and in the mid 2000’s and we did that in conjunction 

with the City, it wasn’t something that was ordained from on high, it was something that we worked 

together to do. I submit to you that there are a lot of people here today who have properties and the 

values of those properties are going to be severely diminished. Severely, severely diminished if this 

ordinance is passed. So I would really highly recommend that you pass on a negative recommendation 

on this and go back to the drawing board, bring the community in, bring the property owners in, all of 

the stake holders, and then if you really feel like your ordinance isn’t working then, you know, let’s 

rewrite something but let’s do it together and lets not have something that’s forced on the community. 

Thank you.  

[applause from the audience] 

Jack Matheson 

Chris… 

Chris Gamvroulas 

That’s the first time anyone has ever clapped for me. Can that go on record? I’ve spoken in probably 

1,000 Planning Commission and City Council meetings. Thank you. I love West Valley. Yes?  

Jack Matheson 

Under this zone text change you would not be allowed to build anymore townhomes.  

Chris Gamvroulas 

That’s correct sir.  

Jack Matheson 

My opinion, townhomes are a good part of your business and the townhomes that you’ve built are 

superior quality to other townhomes I’ve looked at. And so it really concerns me that that part of your 

business would not continue on.  

Chris Gamvroulas 
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Sir, that’s true and this isn’t just about an Ivory Homes concern. It’s about, you know, what is good 

housing stock and what is good housing policy? And townhomes are a part of that. And your City is a 

microcosm of what is good in housing. It already is. Because it has affordable, it has move up, it has a 

variety and this proposes to take a one size fits all approach and say this is the only way to create quality 

or to improve values. And we just don’t believe that’s the case, we don’t believe that the empirical 

evidence is there. And I would submit to you that on your own property, on the City’s own property, 

where we are sitting right here on 2700 West that it is zoned for high density and the City did not put 

their own property into this application. And the reason is, and they were right to not by the way, but the 

reason they didn’t do it was because it’s not appropriate. It wouldn’t be appropriate to put 15,000 square 

foot lots next to a Trax station, it wouldn’t. They were right. I applaud them for that. But that also means 

that we must be specific and look at these specific case by case and make sure where it makes sense to 

put 15,000 square foot lots by all means let’s do it. We have a lot of those in Highbury, we have a lot of 

those. Where it makes sense, let’s do it. But if it doesn’t make sense? Then you know, don’t just put that 

in there. So whether its townhomes or 6,000 square foot lots or half acre lots, Jack, you’re right on. But 

it’s not just about our business model. We’ll go somewhere and build townhomes, that’s fine, but it 

doesn’t help the overall community.  

Jack Matheson 

Thank you.  

Chris Gamvroulas 

Thanks… we gonna raise a flag now or something?  

[applause from audience] 

Stephen McCutchan 

My name is Stephen McCutchan, I’m a land planner. My address is 1750 Janelle Way in Sandy, Utah. 

I’m here representing Don Parker properties today. I sent a letter in that was part of your packet. Just to 

address the ZTA, I think our biggest concern, I think my biggest concern, is historically the way this 

system has worked is that individuals have the right to request whatever they thought their property was 

best used for and then it was the City’s role to then determine whether that was in the community’s best 

interest. What the ZTA does, particularly the section of it that would restrict all future zoning to a couple 

different categories, is you’re basically saying we know better than you do what your property is good 

for. [applause from audience]. And it kind of breaks down this basic principal I think that’s, you know 

in American history and the Constitution and those types of things, that individuals have the right to 

propose whatever they wish on their property and then it’s your job to figure out whether or not that’s in 

the community’s best interest. We would recommend that you strike, at least strike, the section that says 

only these zones can be applied for and then, you know, allow individuals to move forward. And you 

know it’s kind of like you’re trying to cut the process off at the knees in some ways by doing this. And I 

guess I’ll come back and represent the property in regard but I think that in the long run the City is 

making a mistake and depriving a lot of property owners the right to try at least to improve their 

property in some way. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas 

Thank you Mr. McCutchan... questions? Ok… thank you. Sir, in the front.  

John Betts 
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My name is John Betts. I am neither a developer nor a planner or anything else, I am simply a citizen 

and a resident of the City. I’m here because I’m concerned about the proposals to rezone the remaining 

land parcels in West Valley City. What the ultimate result in increasing the minimum building lot size to 

15,000 square feet per lot as those parcels are developed, but I’m going to approach this a little bit 

different than the previous two speakers. I’ve listened with great interest to news reports asking the 

public to change their habits concerning the use of natural resources, water chief among them. Just 

Tuesday Channel 5 reminded us that the recent wet weather has not materially changed our current 

drought status. We are after all the second driest state in the nation in terms of annual precipitation. 

They reviewed the cities in Utah that have either put watering restrictions in place or are considering 

them. It was mentioned that Salt Lake County has asked for voluntary conservation efforts on the part of 

the citizens, municipalities, and businesses. Envision Utah is an initiative from the State to encourage 

everyone to look to the future to conserve water and to make use of other efforts to lessen our impact on 

the environment. Concerning water there are two measurement standards that are always referenced. 

First, the per capita use of water and second, the percentage of that use that takes place outside the home 

for landscape, etc. The Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District for example has a stated goal of 

reducing per capita water usage by 25% over the next few years. This proposal, to increase the 

minimum lot size in West Valley City flies in the face of all efforts to reduce these measurements. 

Larger lots will directly and inevitably lead to dramatic increases in both of them. With only 3 lots, each 

15,000 square feet in size per acre, water usage for landscape maintenance will dramatically increase. 

With only 3 homes per acre, each at 15,000 square feet, the per capita use of water will also dramatically 

increase. Now so that no one will twist my words to make unfair comparisons as seemed to happen at 

last night’s City Council meeting, let me be clear. While it may be true that a 15,000 square foot lot with 

drought tolerant plants may use less water than a 10,000 square foot lot with bluegrass, it is absolutely 

true that a 15,000 square foot lot with a drought tolerant landscape will use about 1.5 times the water as 

a 10,000 square foot lot with drought tolerant landscaping. If reduced water use is really a goal, lot size 

is a major factor. All else being equal, large lots require more water. This proposed land use model 

seems to have its roots in the last century. This model however is not valid in today’s or tomorrow’s 

reality. Other cities, Draper for example, are moving in the opposite direction, reducing their minimum 

lot size requirements. To avoid any confusion again let me emphasize that I am not advocating high 

density housing. I am advocating upscale homes in upscale neighborhoods with lot sizes of 9-10,000 

square feet. But it makes one wonder what the impetus for this proposal really is. I asked that of a City 

employee in the Planning Division. He said that the City wants to make housing available to those with 

more means and income, to upgrade the population if you will. Now I don’t necessarily disagree with 

that. However, I think that goal can be more efficiently achieved with some of the other proposal 

components. For example, I do believe all brick exteriors would help, I do believe minimum single level 

home sizes of 2,000 square feet, multi-levels of 3,000 square feet, 3 car garages… I think those things 

do lead to upscale homes in upscale neighborhoods. They do not impact water usage. Lot size, for me, is 

the negative factor. I believe larger lot size minimums is bad public policy. I urge you to reconsider this 

proposal and to instead come up with land use and land development strategies that more closely follow 

the governor’s Envision Utah initiative and the Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District goal to reduce 

water use. Land development strategies must look to the future needs of our City, our State, and our 

citizens. I ask the City to focus on our future and not the past. And now for just a moment I am going to 

get more personal. Glen Brock has spent his lifetime acquiring, farming, and holding on to his land in 

order to fund his retirement. Reducing the number of homes that he can build on that land reduces its 

sale value and therefore his retirement account. You are taking money out of his pocket. He is a lifetime 

resident of this area and this community. He was a resident here before this was a community. You are 

taking money out of his pocket and giving it to someone who may or may not have any connection to 
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this area of the City at all. I seriously doubt that you’d be making this proposal if it was going to have 

that impact on your father’s retirement. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Betts. Sir? Oh no sorry, the next gentleman. Thank you Mr. Betts.  

Dan McCay 

Thank you, my name is Dan McCay, Vice President for Suburban Land Reserve. Our address is 111.. oh 

sorry 79 South Main Street, Suite 500, Salt Lake City 84111. We’ve owned and developed property for 

a long time here in West Valley and we feel like that’s been a valuable partnership. We appreciate the 

relationship that we have with West Valley City and have worked hand in hand with the City to improve 

the quality of development throughout the City especially on the properties that we’ve owned. In 

partnership with the City at Highbury and Lake Park, those two projects specifically, we’ve built 

approximately 2 million square feet of office space and we’ve built some of the highest valued homes in 

the area. We haven’t sold a home in that project area for less than $300,000 in the last 5 years. That’s 

during the worst real estate market we’ve had in my memory. Granted my memory is shorter than many, 

I’m younger than I look. Arbitrarily setting standards and guidelines and prescribing to the market what 

the house needs to be or what the lot size needs to be will have a detrimental effect on absorption and a 

detrimental effect on values for the properties that are sold. And it could actually have a reverse effect if 

the homes that are built are not re-saleable or not interesting to the market when it is time for them to be 

resold. It can have a detrimental effect to the City. The City is doing the right thing. It’s striving to 

improve the quality of development within its borders. It’s absolutely the right thing to do and I don’t 

think anyone in this room would argue that we need less quality in West Valley City or in any City for 

that matter. Those steps, though, are made incrementally. And wise development decisions are made in 

ways that are flexible to the market and that are in response to the demand and in response to the needs 

of the City. A wholesale carte blanche downzone of an entire residential market can have a depressing 

effect on the market. I would ask that you not approve this rezone and the one coming subsequently as 

our property is included in that. I think later you’ll hear a report from City staff, you can correct me 

Steve, but one of the properties that was included is subject to an annexation agreement that has a 

promised density and zoning for that property. And it was not included, we brought it to the attention of 

staff yesterday. They’ve since reviewed the agreement and we all agree that a long long time ago we all 

made an agreement that we wouldn’t downzone that specific property. So, with that, I ask that you not 

approve the rezone, and I yield to questions.  

Barbara Thomas   

Thank you Mr. McCay, there are none.  

Dan McCay 

Thank you.  

[applause from audience] 

Barbara Thomas  

The gentleman in the blue hat with the W. Then from this next side, sir, you’ll be the next one.  
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David Brundle 

My name is David Brundle, let me take my hat off. I’m a resident, I’m not a very good speaker so I’ll 

make it short. I’m a contractor here in West Valley and I moved into West Valley before it was a City in 

1973. I live at 3264 W 3100 S, I have approximately 4 acres. I have horses and animals on it since I’ve 

raised my kids and family there. I’ve worked in West Valley City. I worked and help build Toys R’ Us, 

I’ve built several homes… I’ve not built homes, excuse me, remodeled them and added on to them. So, 

the community has been good to me but my property I’ve kept for many years now that I’m at the age of 

74, I’m retiring and my kids and my grandkids keep saying Dad, develop the property we have over here 

so we can have a home and live next to my family. If you implement this new zoning, it’ll impact me 

tremendously because now I would have to have- we want to keep our horses and stuff there and if I 

have to do that I have to have two acres to have one house. Well, then I can only build two lots on what 

I have instead of building maybe four or five with my children and my grandkids to help them succeed 

in life. Also I have a house next door to the one that we live in that’s on a half acre and it’s like 140 

years old, its ready to collapse and we’ve been debating whether to tear it down and maybe build two 

houses on quarter acre lots which would be pretty good sized lots. But I don’t know if that would impact 

what we’re trying to do now. My theory is I think that we should not pass this and also I’m a masonry 

contractor and I also do siding and stucco and I don’t see where doing masonry on a brick house is 

going to change anything in the City. A little bit of appearance, the aesthetics will look better even if 

you put a little on the front or a little stone. But if you do it total brick house, your cost is going to be so 

high that people aren’t going to be able to afford it. And then you can’t build a $350,000 home next to a 

home that sells for $170.000 or $180,000 in West Valley City. And you can’t pay $100,000 for an acre 

lot and another $100,000 for 2 acres and then build a home for another $200,000. Then you’ve got a 

$400,000 home… people can’t afford that here in West Valley. Most of them. And you wouldn’t build 

next to a $175,000 home anyway. So my comments is I think you should not pass it. Thank you for your 

time. And I agree with my two opponents before me. They’re better speakers.   

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Brundle. This gentleman here and then sir in the back.  

Robert Farnsworth 

Good Afternoon, my name is Robert Farnsworth and I’m here to speak on behalf of my mother 

MaryAnn Farnsworth. She lives at 3696 S 5600 W.  Long life resident… 1937 is when they settled on 

5600 W. I’ve been in the real estate business for 31 years... broker/developer. I was also one of three 

realtors that was part of the Envision Utah process which began in the early 1990’s. I have been past 

president of Salt Lake Board and developed everything from a little parcel to a hotel so I have a little bit 

of experience in there. I want to speak to the A-2, RE Zone. The creation of this zone might be a good, I 

guess, theory or it could actually work it’s creating a zone for the RE. But its implementation is a 

disaster and a big concern. For the record, this downzone will create an unfair major economic loss to a 

lot of property owners. I’ve estimated that depending on the parcel involved that the average loss to the 

property owners will be about 38% depending on the parcel, whether it’s a small parcel or a larger 

parcel… it’ll be between 35-50%. In many cases these owners have been paying property taxes at a 

different use, that’s not fair. The land will be consumed faster and using more resources, specifically the 

water, and I’m glad somebody brought that up. That’s been a big part of the Envision Utah and the 

regional planning process. Of course the housing costs are increasing and I’ve spoke to this body before, 

probably not you directly, when you’ve been changing some of your other ordinances, I spoke on behalf 

of the Salt Lake Board of Realtors that time. I believe you’re trying to force this round peg into a square 
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hole. And I think two of the other speakers said it pretty eloquently… it doesn’t work on this mass 

planning downzoning. The implementation seems to be a little bit backwards to me. I think you’re trying 

to do it all at once. I think it would have made a lot more sense to break this down into some type of 

regional planning and look at it and get with the owners, get with developers, get with your community 

and find out a little bit more of their concerns before a mass rezoning change. I would request that the 

application, the ZT-3-2015, to create the RE zone and the A-2 zone be continued, if not denied, until 

further study is made to determine the impact of the property and the property owners and their unfair 

economic loss. Now speaking directly to the zoning amendment, 7-5-101C. Somebody already said this, 

that you need a little flexibility in your plan. And the best plans have flexibility. The proposed zoning 

amendment limits future zoning to basically 9 zones. This restricts property rights and, a little 

consideration here for you folks, this restricts future Planning Commission’s and City Council and ties 

their hand. I would think looking into the future that all the time you guys have invested into your City 

you would be biting the hands of future Council’s and Planning Commission’s. Now the future of Salt 

Lake Valley, we’re going to be built out in about 10 years, all the big parcels will most likely be 

developed by then. So what the future brings, with our exploding population, is a lot of assemblage. We 

will have tear downs and some infill. They’ll all be what was left. If you change that zoning amendment 

to restrict the type of zones that would be allowed in the future, you’re going to put a big, well you’re 

going to slam the door on redevelopment. One other concern I had about that is those zoning changes, 

especially in assemblage, that is going to effect a lot of property owners that weren’t even noticed to be 

here today. They don’t even know how it will affect them in the future. I know of 5 parcels that could be 

assembled. So I want to give you an example of a lot of what we’ll see in the future, not only in West 

Valley but in the whole valley. So we take the 5 parcels and together they make up 1.06 acres. Under the 

proposal, they could only be rezoned to the A-2 with the RE zone, right? So that requires a 100 foot 

frontage with 15,000 minimum square foot lots. That means that you would be limited to a development 

on those particular parcels to 2 homes because of the 100 foot frontage requirement as well. These 

parcels already have an existing R-1-8 zone except for… wait… no half of it has R-1-8, half has an A 

zone. So typically when you come into a Planning Commission and work with staff to get your projects 

approved, you’d look at that and say, well you know the other neighbors and everything around me is R-

1-8 and we’re going to kind of conform and make an application for an R-1-8. On an R-1-8 zone, even 

with the road, that would give you 5 lots. If you look at the valuation between the two lots and the five 

lots, there’s about a $150,000 valuation difference on that property owner and what they’re going to 

receive. That’s 50%. The economy’s, the economics of your proposal is going to stop redevelopment. I 

know that isn’t part of your concern right now because you’re looking at these big parcels and trying to 

change your housing stock. I want to just have you look into the real near future, this 750 acres is going 

to be gone. It won’t take that much time, even if it takes 10 years. I believe that the future of West 

Valley City in the development, especially as you look at assemblage of these old parcels, like the home 

that this gentleman just told us about, you’re going to really stop any suitable development without 

those other zones. So I would say, and beg you, and request that you take a look at this. More time is 

needed to be considered on this. Without a doubt, the zoning amendment change of 7-5-101C does not 

consider the future needs of the City. And I request that you deny that part of the proposal in the zoning 

amendment. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas    

Thank you Mr. Farnsworth. Oh excuse me Mr. Farnsworth, there’s a question.  

Brent Fuller 

When you came to your conclusion of 36%, I think 35%, 36%... 
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Robert Farnsworth  

I have an average of about 38% and a range from 35%-50% depending on lot size.  

Brent Fuller 

But what you anticipated was most of these are A lots. So you anticipated going to what size of zone.  

Robert Farnsworth 

Well I played with a couple different because the one assemblage site that I looked at, like I said, 

already had R-1-8 and an A zone next to it so I ran those at the A-2 versus an R-1-8. And it might the 

extreme so that’s 50%. Then I ran another scenario and looked at a 7 acre parcel and then ran the 

numbers on it looking at the A-2 zone with the 15,000 minimums and it was about 35% so that’s the 

range.  

Barbara Thomas 

Thank you. While this gentleman’s coming up there was somebody from this side, you sir. And then 

from this side on the back with the black and then we’ll keep going. Thank you.  

Ross Holliday  

Hi my name is Ross Holliday and I am the chairman of the Governor’s Affair Committee for the Salt 

Lake Home Builders Association. I’m also a builder/developer, primarily a builder. I have built many 

homes here in West Valley City over the last decade. And to date we’ve probably built somewhere to 

1500 homes myself. And in that experience we’ve learned a lot of things. We were honestly a little bit 

dismayed when we heard about this. Our position as the Salt Lake Home Building Association, that’s 

really who I am here to represent, and speaking with a large number of our members is to not move 

forward with this. We don’t want you to stay it, we want it to end. We hope it dies, we hope it doesn’t 

get approved. The biggest reason for that is, it really is a fleecing. It has the potential to strip tens of 

millions of dollars out of your citizen’s pockets. One thing about the home building industry is that it’s 

completely unique. It’s different from a convenience store, different from even a grocery store. There is 

no greater job creator than the home building industry. We have independent research that suggests that.  

I want to share a little bit of this with you because what in essence what your tradeoff is at this point is 

to give up the future of a few hundred more homes, potentially thousands of homes here in an effort to 

bring in what is deemed to be a high, I guess a new kind of person to your City, that wants to build a big 

fancy house. And I build those, I build million dollar houses, I build $200,000 townhomes. I built the 

full gambit. The National Association of Homebuilders has performed a study which we’d be glad to 

present to you. As a matter of fact I believe someone in the Economic Development office here has 

asked that Jeran Davis, our executive officer, come to present it in more detail. So just compiled in 

March of 2015, what it basically shows is that for every 100 new homes that are built, you literally take 

in 21.3 million dollars of localized income. Think about that. 3.2 million dollars in taxes and revenue for 

the cities and local governments. We prepay for future services through the impact fees. We pre-buy 

ahead the future infrastructure that is needed. What other business comes in and pre-buys the 

infrastructure? Considering that it also leads to 320 local jobs. Local. Not people who drive into West 

Valley to work and out but people who would live in this community, buy a home in this community, 

shop in this community, and have their children go to these schools.  And so the impact is incredible and 

that’s just the, that 320 jobs is just in the first year. And then they break down what they call a ripple 

effect and even a longer term reoccurring effect. The reoccurring effect is 3.6 million dollars in local 

income to local business owners. A million dollars in additional annual taxes and government revenue 
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which in effect leads to the budgets and the ability for the City to operate successfully. One of things 

that I would really encourage you to think through is I look and have been a part of building here in the 

City is that this community has made tremendous strides. There have been some excellent things that 

have been done here and I would argue that a lot of what has happened here has been, you know, a build 

out of neighborhoods that’s the old adage ‘retail follows rooftops’. As you expanded your rooftop base, 

you began to be able to attract the kinds of commercial and the kinds of lifestyle oriented businesses that 

make people want to live here. And then when I come in here today and I consider the fact that we’re 

considering a policy that potentially has the ability to completely retroactively work against all that has 

been done for literally 2 decades, it calls into question some of that thinking. We would strongly 

encourage you not to do it. West Valley doesn’t need high-brow citizens that live in $500-600,000 

houses. It doesn’t need an economic removal of value to land owners that have depended upon zoning 

for decades. To have that stripped out because there was not a full and complete effort to include a 

larger group of people to put something together that would be more cohesive and comprehensive. So 

with that, I share these thoughts and if anybody would like that study I’d be glad to present that to them 

because I think it’s perfectly applicable to this situation.  If you have any questions, let me know.  

[applause from audience] 

Barbara Thomas 

Thank you. Just a minute… are you a property owner? Uh the man behind you that was signaling to me? 

Ok, then you come up. Then the lady in the back with the lavender shirt. Then you can come after that.  

Jim Yates 

Thank you. My name is Jim Yates. I live at 3076 Cruise Way. I’m Glen Brock’s son-in-law. I’m sure 

he’d be with us tonight but he has some health challenges that would not allow that to happen. Glen 

Brock and their family has owned big, large parcels of property in West Valley for many years. Lots of 

neighborhood kids have worked on their farms and help sold produce. As I mentioned he has many 

health issues and I’m concerned with the rezoning and, as been mentioned, the down valuing of his 

property. It would be a financial hardship due to this loss of property value and in fact it would probably 

alter his standard of living and probably even the medical care he receives. Additionally I want to talk 

about the correlation between large lots and the overall values that are expected. The Ivory Home guys 

are going to be happy with my example. For example Ivory Homes is building several upscale 

communities around our county. One of which is in Holladay/ East Millcreek and the lot sizes up there 

range from 6,100 to 8,300 square feet with the home sizes ranging from 3-5,000 square feet. I think 

people want- it’s pretty fast times right now, people want to maintain less yard. Whether its xeriscape, 

desert landscape… we’ve heard about the water concerns. There’s not a lot of correlation between, other 

than the value of a larger lot, buying the earth… you can buy a nice, beautiful home…these are 

gorgeous little subdivisions going in just east of us. One other thing, last night we heard from the City 

Council. One of the council members said trust us, we will look at rezoning this if needed when it 

actually comes time to develop it. I’ve been involved in car selling for 30 years and I know the word 

‘trust me’, believe me. And ‘trust me’ doesn’t protect the buyer or the dealer. In fact, I don’t know that 

he was even aware that one of these amendments, or whatever you call them, restricts the zoning period. 

You can’t change it. Ever. Anyway with only about 3% of the property remaining, these long term 

property owners shouldn’t be penalized. If it wasn’t for them, you wouldn’t have your 3% of the 

property even remaining. They should be applauded for being able to hold out with their families during 

these economic times that they still have that property, that they can still farm that property. And if and 
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when they eventually decide to sub-develop it or whatever they’re going to do, they shouldn’t be 

penalized for that. So we’re not in favor of it. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Yates. I’m sorry the gentleman in the back I skipped so if you’d come forward.  

Anthony Jacketta 

Good afternoon, I’m Anthony Jacketta, 2834 S 6100 W. Not a builder, not a developer, don’t got no 

fancy stats and everything. What I do want to say, I’ve grown up getting vegetables from Brock. My 

family has farmed this ground, as well as the Ketchum’s, and I don’t think it’s right for the City to tell 

them how to be able to develop their ground. My problem is lack of planning in the past shouldn’t be up 

to these folks right now to fix everything. These guys, just like this old boy said right here, they fought it 

out through the hard times and now because of poor planning in the past, you want these folks to fix it 

all. I don’t think it’s right and I’m standing up here in total opposition for it. God bless all you folks out 

here.  

[applause from audience] 

Barbara Thomas 

Thank you Mr. Jacketta. Who did I? Did I call on somebody? Ok.. let’s go here and then [laughter] you 

gave it up. We’ll come back.  

Kelly Engel 

My name is Kelly Engel and we live at 3610 S 3440 W. The homes you’re describing are very high end 

for this area. We really understand your intentions to improve the City and if we weren’t land owners 

and weren’t being personally affected, we’d be all for it. But let’s be realistic. West Valley has a bad 

reputation for gangs and crime and there are areas that border on being a slum. I look around some of 

these neighborhoods and I see grass a foot high, couches on the porch, cars parked on the lawn, and 3 or 

4 families living in one home. Until the City enforces the ordinances that are already in place and clean 

up existing neighborhoods, you are not going to get people to move into West Valley and spend 

$400,000 or more on a home. We have 3 acres and are surrounded by these neighborhoods so you are 

tying the hands of property owners who may be looking to use land as an investment. What if we can’t 

get anyone to buy our property with the restrictions you want to place on it? You are willing to gamble 

with our private property and our livelihoods but we’re not. We know how the system works, you’ve 

taken land from us before that we didn’t want to sell and we didn’t come out the best end of that deal. 

We’re very hopeful that you will listen to us now.  

Barbara Thomas 

Ms. Engel, did I get your address?  

Kelly Engle  

Yes. It’s 3610 S 3440 W.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you very much.  

[applause from audience]  
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Donnie Sweazy 

Good evening, I didn’t get the chance to have a speech, my name is Donnie Sweazy and I’m here on the 

property at 7103 W Gates Ave. Apparently we bought too soon because we could have bought these a 

lot cheaper with this ordinance coming into play. So I don’t know if there’s going to be a lot of 

grandfathering going on or a lot of widows. In the past I’ve been through RDA’s, rezoning’s on several 

properties that I’ve been involved in. This is a great detriment to everybody that owns property. If 

anyone wants to build a 15,000 square foot property and a half a million or million dollar home, I think 

Planning and Zoning would be all for it, wouldn’t you? Planning and Zoning?  

Barbara Thomas  

Yes we would be.  

Donnie Sweazy 

Yes, so we don’t need an exclusive for them. So people that already have small lots that were divided 

long before some of us were born or even in the State. I’ve been here since ’78, been right here in West 

Valley before it was a City. It’s become a great City, it really has, and all the surrounding county has, 

it’s a beautiful place. But the diversity is what’s great about it. You can have a small home, a big home, 

but fair market value fluctuates, water finds its own level. So if you want that piece of property to 

develop or you buy two more like we just did next to our existing property and now we pay too much 

because they’d be a lot cheaper. So people are going to be forced. There’s going to be people that win, 

there’s going to be people that lose. But it’s really going to be one sided or the other for this because if 

you have a small parcel you can hold out because you know, there’s only so much dirt. If you have a 

small piece than that makes the 2 acre minimum and the 15,000 minimum… you’re really making it 

hard for everybody. I hope this is denied and doesn’t come back. Because the zonings already exist. You 

come and you get it rezoned. You make it fit whatever you’re doing.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Sweazy.   

Jack Matheson 

Could we have Steve talk about grandfathering just a little bit?  

Barbara Thomas 

That’s a good point. Thank you.  

Steve Pastorik 

So there are potentially several scenarios. There are properties that, again as we discussed in the Study 

Session, that have already received subdivision approval so those properties that have received 

subdivision approval and have a development agreement would continue to develop under the standards 

under which they were approved. So those could certainly continue that way. There are some smaller 

properties that, for example, would be zoned R-1-10 for example that were less than, that were vacant, 

and less than 2 acres that would not be impacted by these changes. Again as we’ll talk in more detail in 

the next application, there were criteria used to selecting those 132 properties that are proposed for a 

rezoning. One of those was that the property either individually or collectively vacant properties would 

join one another would be 2 acres. At least two acres. And so those that are smaller than 2 acres would 

not affected.  
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Jack Matheson 

Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you. Man in the black. The next person from this side? Is there someone? Lady in the green. 

Gentleman in the green, sorry.  

JoAnn Jacobs 

Hi I’m Joann Jacobs and I live at 3935 S 6000 W. I’ve been kind of hanging out at the City Council 

meetings the last few months and watching the development of all of this and it’s been kind of 

interesting to see. West Valley City has this grand plan to move the poor over here to this area and tear 

this down and re-develop this and make West Valley City the next hot spot. OK that’s great. This 

proposal would actually benefit my property because I would be next door to it and it would bring my 

property values up. However, it is completely unfair to the current property owners because they have 

had long term plans, it does create financial hardships. I was here last night and the City Council was 

kind of flippant and pretty much like they weren’t going to listen to anything anybody had to say, they’d 

already made up their mind on what they were going to do, all the plans were going forward. I got to 

doing some research and I found out a lot of these pre-approved neighborhoods that are getting ready to 

go in are partially owned by West Valley City. West Valley City owns 352 properties in the City and a 

significant number of those are over 2 acres so obviously they have already been laying groundwork to 

put into place this grand plan that they have. Which is great for West Valley. If they own the properties 

and they want to put this type of infrastructure in place they should be free to do that. As a City I could 

see how that would financially support the overall balance of the City. But to implement and force upon 

current residents changes in zoning that wasn’t existent when they purchased their properties and to 

create such a financial hardship as a community is unfair and unjust in so many incredibly difficult 

levels to uncover. I absolutely oppose this even though in the short term benefit me I think that it would 

be so absolutely disastrous to the community as a whole. Being a realtor in West Valley City I just can’t 

see how it would ultimately benefit the community.  I just can’t go there.  

[applause from audience] 

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Ms. Jacobs. The lady back here on the back row, in the lavender. And then you sir in the 

green would be next. I’m sorry.  

Mary Jayne Newton Davis 

Good evening commission. Thank you for having us and for listening to us. We have had so many 

eloquent speakers and I don’t have the background in land use like some of these folks. I’m a retired 

English professor but I am also a land owner and I speak for my family and I say that we have been in 

this City since 1870’s. As a family, we own a fairly substantial amount of property. Probably the last 

very large piece left. We treasure this. We treasure this land. We have loved it, we live on it, when 

Brock farmed it for years we were so appreciative of that and as was the community. And so we 

celebrate this land. We would love to keep it, we would love to farm it. We can’t. We probably cannot 

pass it down another generation either. It becomes very difficult for us, we’re torn. We have an 

emotional attachment, as we do to our neighbors and our neighborhoods around us. We have all lived 

here our entire lives, never living anywhere else. This zoning restriction seems to me personally, and 

again I have not the credentials to maybe back that up, somewhat capricious. It’s also prohibitive. It 
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prevents us in many ways from taking care of this property that we have so long been invested. It also 

makes us feel that if the Council, if the City Council isn’t listening to us, that you will listen to us. That 

you will relay to them our desires, not just my family, but all the people here, our community, that we 

need to be heard on this issue. We are very very dedicated to seeing West Valley become better and 

more upscale. Of course we are. The City and the City Planners and the City Attorney have been 

wonderful people to us. They have worked with us, they have done everything in their power to help us. 

Please let them continue to do that. Not just for us but for all the people that are here. Now I think I 

didn’t give you my address.  

Barbara Thomas 

And your name.  

Mary Jayne Newton Davis 

Mary Jayne Newton Davis. I guess I just thought they knew it.  

Barbara Thomas 

Many do. And what is your address Ms. Davis?  

Mary Jayne Newton Davis 

6685 W Feulner Ct. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas  

Questions for Ms. Davis?  

Brent Fuller  

What’s the status of your property now that it has been looked at to be developed?  

Mary Jayne Newton Davis 

It’s currently A and it’s being farmed.  

Brent Fuller 

But you had it for sale.  

Mary Jayne Newton Davis 

We did have it for sale. We put that on hold. We would like to see something very complimentary to the 

neighborhood surrounding us while at the same time lifting us to maybe a higher level than what we 

have experienced.  

Brent Fuller 

And when your desires was… did the builders pull out? Or what happened there?  

Mary Jayne Newton Davis 

No, the builders didn’t pull out. We put a hold on it. As a family we had a discussion and we put a hold 

on that. We are going to keep a hold on it until we see something that meets our standard which is 

somewhat higher, as a family, that we think will enhance our neighborhood. We’re very dedicated to our 

neighbors. 
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[applause from audience] 

Barbara Thomas   

Thanks Ms. Davis. Gentleman in the green and the lady right there in black with the turquoise.  

Robb Martin 

Hi I’m Robb Martin and live at 3888 S 6400 W. This is a property that my family has been there since 

the ‘30’s, I was born there. We farmed this land, we’ve raised our horses on there. Some of it’s been 

sold off but I have a different opinion than this gentleman here who doesn’t want animals next to him. I 

happen to have a neighborhood subdivision that moved in next to me and I’ll tell ya, it has not been fun. 

Complaints all the time whenever the wind blows, garbage in my yard that blows in from their yard so I 

have to constantly keep my yard clean from other people’s mess. 4th of July, New Years, 24th of July 

anytime there’s something with fireworks I have to be out there in my yard because fireworks tend to be 

shot into my yard, at my horses, my animals and to protect my barn and haystacks from getting burned 

down from these things. 3% of West Valley is agricultural. That’s not very much. Why does it have to 

be 100% in housing or businesses? Why can’t we have some open areas? The open areas don’t cost the 

City anything. There’s less traffic when those open areas are there. My agricultural lands don’t use City 

water so we’re not using all this water that everyone’s been talking about. You don’t have to worry 

about the sewer, you don’t have to worry about public services coming onto these properties. Just think 

about that. I mean ya, they’ve talked about how it can bring money in for the City, how they can make 

money but open land doesn’t cost you money to have it there with animals or it or to be farmed. They 

brought up about grandfathering. That’s why I’m really here, for the grandfathering. When you put on 

here 2 acres for agriculture, there’s many people out here that have less than 2 acres that have animals 

and have some agriculture on their less than 2 acres. We would like to keep our grandfathered rights of 

having our agriculture to grow our crops or to raise our animals. Very few people here, apparently 

everyone’s for building houses, but I’d like to stand up for the few of us that still have properties with 

some animal rights. I think we should keep those. It makes our City better to have these things, to have 

some diversity instead of just wherever you drive you just see houses. I enjoy seeing open areas and 

seeing animals and I hope other people do too. Thank you.  

[applause from audience] 

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Martin. Any questions?  

Carol Ferguson 

My name is Carol Ferguson, I live at 3657 Summertime Place. My great great grandfather was one of 

the original settlers of Hunter which is what West Valley used to be called. My kids, yes, worked on 

Brock’s farms. I am neither a property owner, at least as far as those properties go, nor am I a builder. I 

am a retired school teacher. I teach in schools in West Valley. I taught the students that came from all 

different kinds of places from all over the world. I had 4 children that I raised in West Valley. All 4 of 

them loved living in West Valley, not one could find a home to buy in West Valley. If I were a new 

schoolteacher today and this passed, I would not be able to buy one of those homes. Currently, with my 

situation the way it is (retired), I could not buy one of these homes. I’d like to think of myself as a solid 

citizen, a good neighbor, a person that contributes to the community. But when I hear things being 

batted around such as upscale and getting a better quality of people I think wait a minute. Just because 

the State of Utah has decided that school teachers should start at $30,000 a year doesn’t make us less of 
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a good citizen. There are a lot of good people out there that cannot afford a half million dollar home. 

And they’re good people. And you want them here. I worked here all my life, it hurts that not a single 

one of my children can be in my City. And that’s all I wanted to tell you, thank you.  

[applause from audience] 

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Ms. Ferguson. This side that needed to speak? Sir. And then this side? Let’s go this one and 

then the gentleman in the back with the black shirt.  

Jeff Condie 

My name’s Jeff Condie, I live on 4157 S Colt Ct. West Valley City. I’m here on behalf of Phil and Geri 

Condie. We already, I was a little confused with Steve’s comment because we have a subdivision that’s 

pre-approved. There’s already been about 20 homes built there and there’ll be another additional 20 

homes that are built. Even though it’s zoned ‘R-1-8’ we’ve gone above and beyond. I know most of the 

lots in there… I think if you took the average lot size in there it’s probably close to 11,000 square feet. I 

don’t have a lot to add to what’s already been said other than I think the thought is maybe quantity, 1/3 

acre lots are going to lead to a nicer home but with the 1/3 acre lots, people will put all their money into 

the lots. The type of homes they want to get, you know, they may have to cheapen the exterior. Right 

now we have all brick, all stucco. We’re in that 5%... our homes in that neighborhood are all brick and 

stucco. We’ve built bigger homes than we actually needed to but there’s two parcels in there that would 

be rezoned back into 1/3 acre and when you take a 1/3 acre out of a 2 acre parcel and try to fit a 

subdivision in there, like somebody said before, it’s like trying to put a square peg in a round hole. 

We’ve got a puzzle, we’ve got a master plan, and the City had our next piece of the puzzle but they’re 

handing us a cardboard cutout that just doesn’t fit. I guess, Lars lives in our neighborhood, I know he 

probably doesn’t want to take care of more yard than he already has, I know. Just because it’s a 1/3 acre 

lot, I guess the point I’m trying to get across, does not necessarily mean higher quality home. In fact it 

may be detrimental and it may come back and have the negative impact that way. So I’m just here to 

speak against it. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Condie. Sir?  

Greg Fabiano 

Afternoon commission, my name is Greg Fabiano. I reside at 8121 Copper Canyon Way. I come here to 

speak on behalf of the Salt Lake Board of Realtors as the Chairman of the Governors Affairs 

Committee. I appreciate your position in that you are simply getting input from the community and this 

is something that has been placed upon your plate by the City Council. As a representative of the Board 

of Realtors and the Governor’s Affairs Committee specifically, we have a few specific concerns that we 

are always trying to promote and promulgate and those are private property rights and wise planning and 

use. Not that we have authority, but we hope to have influence. From our perspective in looking at both 

of these items on your agenda today, we certainly speak against both of them. Many points have already 

been proposed and I think they’re all very sound and are grateful for those who have put their thoughts 

together and come forth to speak their respective minds and I certainly echo those sentiments. A couple 

other things I wanted to put forth is specifically this: it seems to me what the Council, what the City 

Council’s desire is to increase the property value generally throughout the City but I think in reality they 

would have the exact reverse effect by diminishing property values.  So speaking to, as previously 
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mention, private property rights, I echo what has already been said. What is essentially happening by 

this rezone would be robbing value of private property owner’s throughout the City that is counter to 

their best interests and certainly for the City overall. Also I wanted to bring forth just some basic 

statistics. These are statistics that are fresh as of 2 hours ago before I arrived at this meeting, if this 

might be of some relevance. As a representative of the Salt Lake Board of Realtors we deal primarily 

with existing home inventory or home stock as well as we help the new construction industry and 

members of the home building community who have spoken here previously. I wish to speak 

specifically to the home stock right here in West Valley City as of two hours ago. Obviously it’s 

constantly in flux so this may not be accurate as of right now but as the latest information here are some 

things to consider. The median price range of housing in Salt Lake County is approximately $250,000. 

Now right here in West Valley City specifically there are active listings, active existing homes in West 

Valley City up to the value of $250,000 there are only 64 available as of two hours ago. 64 houses, 

that’s it. So as the woman who spoke previously that her children cannot afford a home in West Valley 

City, I can understand. There’s 64 houses in the entire City. The second largest City in the State has 64 

houses available up to $250,000. Now here’s an interesting juxtaposition, pending sales (that means 

people, homes that have received a purchase contract on them) in this exact same area within the past 30 

days are 150 pending sales in your community. That means you have approximately 3 people buying… 

excuse me, just the opposite… you have 3 people trying to buy for every 1 person that can. You have a 

very limited supply here. That’s homes up to $250,000. In the past 45 days there have been 139 that 

have sold but there are only 64 that are presently available. That’s how tight your marketplace is here. In 

short, I wanted to help you understand that there is a lot of demand for people to live here. So for the 

premise that the City Council seems to come across, people don’t want to live here, that is blatantly 

false. You have a large group of people that want to live here. Now I’m going to give you another 

couple statistics. Now we go from the, that’s up to $250,000. Now $250,000 to $350,000 there are 52 

homes available in West Valley City. There are 32 pending sales. So you have a lesser amount of people 

who are buying in that price range. Now one more, let’s go above $350,000. There are 6 houses 

presently for sale in West Valley City above $350,000. And how many of those are pending? Zero. How 

many have sold within the past 45 days? Zero. Those are not numbers I manufactured and I’d be happy 

to give you the data, comes right off of our data stream. You have a tremendous amount of demand for 

affordable housing in your community. To downgrade the zone, to solely cater to the perceived wealthy 

wanted in the community is ignoring the entirety of your citizenry within the City. I think it is very 

foolish to do that. I understand the desire but I think it is grossly misguided. Again, this is a wonderful 

community, I have throughout my career of 25 years in this industry sold, helped people purchase, and 

sell hundreds of homes in this community and continue to do so to this day. I hope you have faith in 

your own City. Faith in your own citizenry within in this City. And I’m not a resident of the City. I used 

to be, but I’m not now. Nevertheless, this is a great place to be and I hope you have faith in your citizens 

to decline both of these. Thank you.  

[applause from audience] 

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Fabiano. Sir, if you’ll be next.  

Jim Defa 

Jim Defa, property 3756 S 6400 W. Property owners, not developers. We’ve had that property out there 

since 1931, it borders the Newton farm and same street where Mr. Martin is. We have been doing 

everything we can trying to maintain that property for the last 70 years farming it and continue to work 
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it. Working with Steve and his colleagues over there, still looking for ways to try and maintain the green 

space out there for some period of time knowing that that’s something we’d like to do. Development is 

inevitable. This zoning change which would depress the values flies in the face of everything that the 

property owners who have worked that ground over all the years have done to maintain that property 

and keep it viable. It’s been an investment, it’s been families working this property and farming it. Not 

making any money hardly but keep the property for love and/or for the chance that down the road to 

maybe make a profit at this. To do something like this and take that all away is unconscionable. If West 

Valley is so interested in doing this then maybe what they need to be thinking about is making the 

property owners  whole so when the property values go down, they make up the difference. I’ve got a 

two year old appraisal and if I hadn’t sold that property and the appraisal was higher than what I could 

sell it for then maybe West Valley needs to be looking at making up the difference to do something 

arbitrarily like this. Appreciate it, thank you.  

[applause from audience] 

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Defa. Sir? Is there someone over here that wants to be next? Ok, who wants to be after 

this gentleman? Sir.  

Thomas Michael Mansfield 

Hello I’m Thomas Michael Mansfield, I own the property at 7148 W 2820 S. This property has been set 

up for the family. The zoning that it is now will work for our family situation. The proposed zoning will 

not and the other proposal will not work. If it’s to be rezoned, it will divide the children. It won’t be 

equal. It will destroy the family’s plan. It is not fair to destroy the family and our plan. So what I’m 

asking is to please leave the zoning the same. And keep this in mind with a lot of situations throughout 

the City… it’ll depreciate the value as well as uh- I bought ¾ of an acre at the bottom of the 5 acres in 

order to have an outlet for utilities. You know this has been an ongoing project for years and so we have 

a plan to bring the utilities out onto 7200 W. I bought a lot specifically for that. Then it’s been improved 

over the years, you know, been filled in. It’s all been expensive and this will depreciate all that hard 

work as well as our family. It destroys it for me. It needs to stay in the zoning it is right now. I 

appreciate the fact that you’re listening and I want to thank you and that’s all.  

Brent Fuller 

What is your property currently zoned?  

Thomas Michael Mansfield 

A-1.  

Barbara Thomas  

Ok, thank you Mr. Mansfield.  

Thomas Michael Mansfield 

Any other questions?  

Barbara Thomas 

No. Thank you. Sir. Anyone from this side next? Anyone over here still needs to speak? Ok.  

Robert McConnell 
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Hi my name is Robert McConnell, my address is 101 S 200 E in Salt Lake, Suite 700. I represent the 

Giovengo properties. Their property is located at 3846 S 5600 W, it’s an approximately 15 acre parcel 

of ground. I submitted a letter to the City that identifies what I viewed as some procedural deficiencies 

in the way this is proceeding. One of things I learned today from Mr. Pastorik’s presentation was that 

this was advanced on the recommendation of the City Council which may actually cure some of those 

deficiencies. Maybe next time if you indicate that it’s being submitted on behalf of the City Council that 

would be helpful to the people who are looking at the application. Even if some of those substantive 

deficiencies are cured there is a substantive requirement for anybody who comes in and requests a zone 

change from your City that’s articulated in the application and that’s to bring forward substantial 

compelling evidence justifying the change being proposed. As I reviewed the materials that were 

submitted, I didn’t see that substantial compelling evidence justifying the change. There may be a 

perceived problem in terms of the stock of higher end housing for your community but I don’t see 

anything justifying this particular change in terms of substantiating how this would be effective. One of 

the things that’s not there is a market study that demonstrates a demand for this kind of housing in the 

community. The gentleman who just spoke actually in the 5 minutes that he stood up and articulated his 

position demonstrated that there was actually a negative. That’s a negative thing. There is no demand, or 

not a very high level demand at that level of housing cost. There’s also no consideration for other 

mechanisms to create the value that you’re seeking. There’s no direct correlation between the larger lot 

sizes and when you speak about going to a larger lot size, my property owner had property under 

contract. A developer came in, made a proposal consistent with the General Plan. I don’t want to talk 

about the specifics of the value but that proposal was denied. The next developer came in and said well 

then we’re going to value it on the basis of its current zoning, not on what the General Plan will allow. It 

cut the value by 1/3. Now if you then take it from A-1 to A-2, I think that the gentleman who spoke 

earlier is pretty accurate in suggesting that it’ll drop by 1/3 again. I understand, it sounds like the A-2 

zone is some kind of holding zone and that we could come in later and submit for rezoning but the 

highest residential zoning we could seek would be under the RE zone which would be 15,000 square 

foot lots. If you’re looking to obtain a one and a half times increase in the value from $170,000 median 

value to $250,000 median value, that’s increasing your lot size by 3 times. If you require it to be at the 

one unit per acre of A-1, that’s increasing it by 8 times. And if you require it to be one house for 2 acres, 

that’s 16 times. This is a good community, it’s the workhorse of the valley. It has lots of good people, 

lots of practical wisdom has been expressed here tonight. I hope that you will consider- one other kind 

of technical point. The Land Use Development Management Act allows your General Plan to be 

advisory as opposed to mandatory. When you passed your General Plan, just three years ago, you 

specifically indicated that it was advisory. Now you want, in a zoning ordinance, to say no we won’t 

look at the advisory nature of a mandatory plan. The only rezones we are allowing are A,B,C,D, and 

E… that’s not good government. And that’s not good future planning. I would hope that you listen to a 

lot of the really practical wisdom that’s been expressed by your residents. The Giovengo’s would be 

here but they have some health issues that they’re dealing with and weren’t able to make it. Thank you 

for your time. I had a mother that served for over 20 years on a Planning Commission. I started 

attending meetings very young and I know it can be a very thankless job.  

[applause from audience] 

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you sir. Were there any questions? I saw someone’s hand shoot up.. sir? Ok.  
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Bob Gardner 

My name is Bob Gardner, I live at 4432 S 4515 W. I’m far from a public speaker. I didn’t even know 

what this meeting was about, I’m here for something way down the list, I don’t even know if we’ll get to 

it tonight. After listening to everybody, I don’t see how they could pass such a thing. It just doesn’t 

make sense. Everybody’s against it that’s come here, maybe that’s what this meeting is for, just people 

against it. I don’t know. But as a resident of West Valley, it seems to me you guys blew it.  

[laughter and applause from the audience] 

I mean no disrespect but there should have been a lot of pre-planning, pre-meetings with these guys that 

know stuff. The developers, the builders… some of that should have gone on before you’ve done what 

you’ve done.  

Barbara Thomas  

There has been a lot of pre-planning and pre-study into this.  

Bob Gardner  

And it looks like a lot of wasted man hours and wasted hundreds and thousands of dollars to me, as a 

resident. And I don’t know a lot about this thing that they’re proposing. Like I said, I’m here for 

something else. It just doesn’t make sense.  

[applause from the audience] 

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Gardner. Is there someone that’s not been able to speak that would like to? We did it. 

Ok, thank you. We’ll go ahead and close the first item on our agenda. Many of the things which have 

been addressed in the discussion has been relating to the zone change application. Is there a sense that 

we would go ahead and hear the presentation on that and if there was any additional information and 

then we’d vote on the two of them? Or would you like to go ahead and vote on this first one? What does 

that nod yes mean?  

Terri Mills 

I would think that it would be in order to vote on the first one before going ahead and hearing the 

second.  

Barbara Thomas  

Okay, is that how the rest of you feel? Ok. Are there any questions then of staff or anyone with regards 

to this zone text amendment?  

Jack Matheson 

Just a comment. If the Council really wants an amendment such as this, they really need a lot more 

public input. They need a lot more consideration. With me just looking at it as it comes to us, there’s no 

way that I could support this in any way. And I would like to make a motion for denial.  

Barbara Thomas  

Is there a second for discussion purposes? The second comes from up here. [laughter in the audience] 
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Latai Tupou 

I would second that.  

Barbara Thomas  

With regards to discussion for the motion… is there a recommendation as to how they would go about 

doing this? Are you thinking perhaps it would take a segment of the City at a time and involve those in 

that particular area in a discussion?  

Jack Matheson 

I think the Council needs to talk more with the public, not the Planning Commission. I have a lot of 

ideas on this. There is certain zones in the City that I want to get rid of. This gets rid of all the zones that 

are useful. Changing the people that own agricultural property to something else right now… that’s 

foolish. Let the people that have agricultural property continue to have their animals. I don’t want to 

bring animals into the City. Don’t get me wrong, I was raised on a dairy farm but I don’t want cows 

behind me. I really don’t.  

Barbara Thomas  

I have a question with regards to that… because there is a motion on the floor can I still go ahead and 

ask that of you Steve? If this zone text amendment were to go through, there are a lot of zones that 

would be eliminated. If someone that owned a piece of property that presently was agricultural, this 

doesn’t change that until they decide to change it themselves?  

Steve Pastorik  

Right. In terms of the agricultural use there are some that are currently zoned A which has a minimum 

lot size of a half acre where there is a proposal to go to the A-2 zone which would be 2 acre. In both 

scenarios agriculture use is still allowed so that’s not changing.  

Barbara Thomas  

So it stays the same as it is until they decide, if they have that, they want to change the building of their 

home then it would go to the different zoning amendment requirement.  

Brent Fuller  

I think what Jack’s trying to say is if there’s a large track of land that’s presenting R-8 or R-10 or 

something like that, that would be changed to an A. Then they would allow those people to have  the 

animals. So it wouldn’t be changing anybody that’s already an A, it’d be changing residential lots into 

an A.  

Barbara Thomas 

Are there residential lots that are being changed to agriculture?  

Steve Pastorik 

There are properties that have R-1-8 and R-1-10 zoning that are proposed for agriculture.  

Barbara Thomas  

Are there other questions or discussion?  
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Harold Woodruff  

Well… some discussion. Jack jumped the gun on his motion. I don’t really have a problem with adding 

a new zone or two. The A and the RE. Specific sites may be just great for those. I really struggle with 

saying nothing else can be rezoned to all these other zones. We’ve seen so many unforeseen 

consequences of ordinances we’ve made. To me that is just built in to create so many problems. To me 

that is something in this ordinance that really needs to be looked at and thought about.  

Jack Matheson 

I agree with you. I’d really like to talk this ordinance over. Just one study session on this is not nearly 

enough to be able to say it’s good.  

Terri Mills   

I’d just like to say that I do have a problem with a blanket zoning text change. I have concern about the 

lack of flexibility and the great impacts that will result of it. I don’t necessarily... I’m not right now in 

favor of a denial but more of a continuance. Those are my current feelings.  

Barbara Thomas  

Commissioner Fuller do you have any thoughts?  

Brent Fuller  

I’m more in line with having a continuance myself. I’m not in favor of this as it stands but I think there’s 

some tweaking that could be done and some consideration for areas. Not just a blanket coverage of the 

whole thing. I think most of us here would like to say no R-1-4’s or R-1-6’s or any apartment residence 

and then their all in that listing. I’d sure like to get rid of those. But some of the other ones I think are 

valid and should be considered.  

Jack Matheson 

However we need to make sure the way it’s written, it’s denied, as it’s written. We can re-write this 

thing.  

Barbara Thomas  

Commissioner Tupou or Commissioner Meaders? Any comments?  

Clover Meaders 

I understand what the City Council wants to do which I think hasn’t been presented in the way I took it. 

I think they want to ensure that the citizens of West Valley have a variety of housing options and I don’t 

know if we really do. The fact is, we don’t have a market study or anything that suggests that there is a 

demand for this kind of housing. I know personally I’ve been looking at it and would be interested in 

having more options but we don’t really have any data in front of us. I can’t say that we have this public 

need that the City Council seems to think we have because clearly we don’t see it here. Unless we see 

that, I don’t know if this is something that we really need or just something that City Council felt that 

we need. I would be interested in a continuance to gather more information.  

Latai Tupou  

I would be… I’m actually supportive of Jack’s denial as it’s written currently. I don’t think that the 

blanket coverage is actually the best way to make our City better. There’s gotta be another way to make 
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it work. I do support the City Council’s vision of what they want to do but not this way. I think 

historically what the staff has done and what City Council has put in place, I think we’ve all benefit as 

far as our property values. We’ve all benefitted from those decisions historically. There’s just gotta be a 

better way to implement what they want to make West Valley into.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you. Alright ladies and gentleman. I think we’re ready for a motion. The motion is for… we’re 

ready to vote on the motion. The motion is for denial of the zone text amendment as it is presently 

written. Let’s go with a voice vote.  

Nichole Camac 

  Commissioner Fuller  No 

  Commissioner Matheson Yes 

  Commissioner Meaders No 

  Commissioner Mills  No 

  Commissioner Tupou  Yes  

  Commissioner Woodruff No  

  Chairman Thomas  Yes 

 

The motion fails. Or actually... it passes. Oh actually no, that did fail. I’m sorry about that. We’ll have to 

have another motion.  

Barbara Thomas  

Ok the motion fails for denial. We’ll have to have another motion. Commissioner Fuller?  

Brent Fuller  

I just move for continuance to be able to study the things that were presented here today and try to make 

a better plan from what we study. I couldn’t say how long that might take. May take a long time to get 

all the information. I’d be interesting in getting some of the contractors, the developers, and the land 

owners as well as the realtor section to be able to give us more data as to what we’re looking at to make 

a better decision.  

Clover Meaders 

I second.  

Barbara Thomas  

Discussion to this motion?  

Harold Woodruff 

I don’t know if it ought to go on indefinitely.  

 



West Valley City Planning Commission 

May 13, 2015 

Page 30 

 

 

   

 

Brent Fuller  

No I didn’t… I just didn’t know what date… how much time. I don’t think it’s going to be next study… 

ready for the next go around but maybe a month. Can I put that in the… give it a month’s time?  

Harold Woodruff 

I think we would still be better served to have a few weeks to think about this and come back in another 

couple of weeks and make a decision only. And then if we want to make some recommendations to go 

with our decision, we can. But at least it would get moved on to the next step in the process.  

Barbara Thomas  

More discussion? Ok our motion is for a continuance of about a month, depending on the days when the 

Wednesdays… 

Nichole Camac  

That would put us at the June 10...that would be the next closest one.  

Barbara Thomas  

Okay let’s go with a voice vote on a continuance to June 10.  

Nichole Camac 

  Commissioner Fuller  Yes 

  Commissioner Matheson Yes 

  Commissioner Meaders Yes 

  Commissioner Mills  Yes 

  Commissioner Tupou  Yes  

  Commissioner Woodruff Yes  

  Chairman Thomas  No 

 

The motion for continuance to June 10th is approved.  

Barbara Thomas  

Ladies and gentleman make sure that you’ve signed on that back list for notification purposes.  

Brandon Hill 

One moment Madam chair if I might.  

Barbara Thomas  

This voice that you’re hearing from the back in our attorney.  

Brandon Hill  

For the record, Brandon Hill, council for the Planning Commission. What I would recommend we do have 

the second application pending and it’s my educated guess that the Commission would make the same 



West Valley City Planning Commission 

May 13, 2015 

Page 31 

 

 

   

 

motion as to that application as well. However there are many people who have come here to speak and 

the public hearing on the first application that was just continued was closed. I might suggest that anyone 

here who hasn’t spoken who would like to offer their input on that application be given that opportunity 

to night so that we have the public hearing, we close the hearing, move for the continuance so that you 

can have that information available as you move forward with the final decision in June.  

Barbara Thomas  

We’re just dealing with the zone text amendment. We still need to go to the next item.  

Brandon Hill 

That’s right.  

Barbara Thomas  

Appreciate the advice.  

Steve Pastorik 

And if I can clarify also on the noticing. There was notice sent out for this hearing but because  

we’re continuing to a specific date there’s not a second notice that goes. Because again we’ve set  

a certain date here so everyone here knows that date.  

Barbara Thomas  

Ok, be noticed. OK we’re moving on the next.. oh excuse me… what was your question sir?  

Member from audience 

On June the 10th will we get to speak?  

Barbara Thomas  

Yes. Prefer that you come up with new information because we will remember but you will be  

able to speak to that. 

 

Commissioner Terri Mills was excused. 

GENERAL PLAN/ZONE CHANGE APPLICATIONS 

 

GPZ-1-2015 

West Valley City 

General Plan changes from various land use designations to large lot residential or non-retail 

commercial and zone changes from various zones to A or A-2 

756 Acres 
 

At the direction of the City Council, staff has submitted a General Plan/zone change application for 756 

acres in various locations throughout the City. The proposed General Plan changes are from low density 

residential (3 to 4 units/acre), residential office, mixed use, heavy manufacturing, light manufacturing 

and commercial light manufacturing to either large lot residential (2 to 3 units/acre) or, in one situation, 

non-retail commercial. The proposed zone changes are from A, A-1, M, R-1-6, R-1-8, R-1-10, R-4-8.5 
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and RM to either A or A-2. Included with this report is a map highlighting the proposed zone changes 

and a list that identifies all of the properties affected by the proposed General Plan changes and zone 

changes. 

 

The City Council has long been concerned about the shrinking amount of available land for residential 

development and the lack of high end or executive type housing in the City. Included with this report is 

a map showing home values across Salt Lake County and a document entitled “Talking Points for 

Housing Standards.” This map and document help illustrate the Council’s concerns. To address these 

concerns, the Council passed a temporary land use regulation or moratorium of zone changes to any 

residential zone on October 7, 2014. This moratorium, which became effective on October 14, 2014 was 

in effect for six months.  

 

During the moratorium staff had several discussions with the City Council to explore ways to address 

the lack of high end housing in the City. After considering different options, the Council directed staff to 

make the ordinance amendments proposed in application ZT-3-2015 and to initiate the rezones proposed 

in this application. 

 

When compiling the list of properties to include in the application, staff used the following criteria: 

 The property is vacant or only partially developed. 

 The property individually is at least 2 acres or the property, together with other adjoining 

property, is at least 2 acres. 

 Residential development is anticipated on the property. 

Properties that have already been entitled for residential development are excluded. 

 

For those properties that are currently designated as non-residential in the General Plan but are now 

proposed as residential, an explanation for why the non-residential designation is being changed to 

residential is provided below: 

 6002 S and 6152 S SR 111 – While owned by ATK, these properties are located on the west side 

of SR-111. SR-111 is a wide right-of-way that separates the property for manufacturing zoning 

on the east side of SR-111. The property to the south has already received zoning and 

development agreement approval for single family residential. 

 4798 S 6400 W – This property is also owned by ATK and is located north of the Union Pacific 

railroad tracks. There are already several locations along the railroad tracks that have developed 

as residential. 

 6511 W and 7011 W 6200 S and 6420 S SR 111 – These properties are located south of 6200 S 

between SR-111 and the Mountain View Corridor. These properties are mostly outside of the 

overpressure zones and are currently zoned R-1-10. 

 

While not required, it is anticipated that the properties affected by the proposed zone changes will 

eventually be developed for residential use. The one exception is the property located at 4500 South 

2700 West where office use is anticipated. The proposed A and A-2 zones are meant to be holding or 

temporary zones until such time as the property owner is ready to develop. When a property owner is 

ready to develop, an application to change the zoning to the new RE zone will be required.  

 

During the Planning Commission’s study session, the possibility excluding some properties from the 

General Plan and zone changes was discussed. One example discussed was excluding smaller parcels 

from the proposed changes. The Planning Commission’s recommendation to the City Council can 

certainly contain suggested revisions. 
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Staff Alternatives: 

1. Approval. 

2. Approval, subject to recommended revisions by the Planning Commission. 

3. Continuance, for reasons determined during the public hearing. 

4. Denial. 

 

 Applicant:  Opposed:  Opposed:   Opposed:  

 West Valley City John Betts  Robert McConnell   JoAnn Jacobs 

    3920 S 5200 W 101 S 300 E   3935 S 6000 W 

 

 Opposed:   Opposed:   Opposed:   Opposed: 

 Fred Cox   Robert Farnsworth Kelly Engle  Jim Yates 

 4466 Early Duke Street 3696 S 5600 W 3610 S 3440 W 3076 Cruise Way 

 

 Opposed:   Opposed:     Opposed:  

 Anita Brock  Greg Cox    Dorreen Yates 

 4411 W 4415 S  2782 S Corporate Park Dr.   3076 Cruise Way 

 

Barbara Thomas  

Ok. The next item on the agenda is a petition by West Valley City requesting amendments to our 

General Plan. Let go ahead and turn the time over to Steve for questions or I mean for an explanation. If 

we want to wait for a moment while people are leaving. Alright go ahead Steve, please.  

Steve Pastorik 

Ok thank you. So this next application is also initiated by the city. It’s a change to the City’s General 

Plan as well as zoning. Again, the properties involved total 756 acres, there’s a total of 132 properties. 

Included in the notice to the property owners as well as for the Commission, there’s a list of all of the 

properties that are affected by the proposed rezoning. As we’ve discussed, depending on the size of the 

property, the proposal for the zone change was to the A zone or the A-2 zone depending on the size of 

the property. Again as we mentioned the existing zoning on the property varies again depending on the 

property. Again this action is taken, as we’ve discussed earlier in the previous application, the Council is 

concerned about the shrinking amount of residential land available in the city and the concern for having 

areas for larger lots. I should point out, with the larger lots, certainly the concern is value but also there’s 

concern for just having a variety of lot sizes. We have many smaller lots but just not very many in terms 

of options for larger lots that exist in the City. In terms of those properties that were identified, let me 

just briefly address the criteria that was used to identify. All those properties were either vacant or 

mostly vacant. There are some that have a home on them but they have ground that could be developed. 

For example you have a home on a 3 acre parcel for example. The properties were either individually at 

least 2 acres or you have a collection of vacant properties that were at least two acres adjoining one 

another. Then again, finally, these are properties where there is residential development that’s 

anticipated. So we do have other areas of the City where there is vacant ground where there’s either 

commercial or industrial development that is anticipated. As it was mentioned by Mr. McCay, one thing 

that was brought to our attention by Property Reserve Inc. (or PRI), there is a property, and I apologize I 

can’t see the screen at this point, but it is just west of 5600 W and approximately 6400 S that was 

annexed into the City back in ’96 and so that was prior to my time here at the City. That agreement 

essentially said that the City would not change the zoning on that particular piece of property. There was 

an agreement to that effect back in 1996 and so that particular property, again because that was brought 
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to our attention, our suggestion to the Commission would be that that property be excluded because of 

that prior agreement.  

Barbara Thomas  

What was that zoned?  

Steve Pastorik 

It was zoned RM.  

Barbara Thomas 

Thank you.  

Jack Matheson 

Is there additional properties that we may need to consider? Such as Mr. McCay brought up PRI 

property that… 

Steve Pastorik 

As far as the agreement is concerned, that’s the property that was impacted by that. Now, I know Mr. 

McCay represents Suburban Land Reserve so they also own property in the Lake Park/Highbury area as 

well but again those were not impacted by this annexation agreement.  

Brent Fuller 

Steve, how many acres is in that R-1… or RM area?  

Steve Pastorik 

If memory serves I believe it was about 15 acres but I can look very quickly here. It’s about 14.5 acres, 

the RM portion. Now that particular piece has… it’s a larger piece that has commercial zoning out by 

5600 W and then the RM zoning in the back. So what was proposed was just changing the zoning on the 

RM portion. The C-2 zoning would remain intact.  

Barbara Thomas  

As we go into this discussion I just need to indicate that my family owns a piece of a property which is 

just off of 6600 S, about 6800 W. I don’t think that will impact… it’s about 5 acres I think. Okay, is 

there anyone who wishes to speak to this? Let’s start with this gentleman, then this gentleman, then this 

lady.  

John Betts 

Again, John Betts, 3920 S 5200 W. As has been talked about already, West Valley City’s 97% already 

built out with only 3% remaining. With all due respect, that 3%, I looked at all those graphs and charts 

that you showed at the beginning, with only 3% of your total land value available for development, 

you’re not going to change any of those numbers. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas 

Mr. Betts, I didn’t get your address there for the record.  
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John Betts 

3920 S 5200 W.  

Barbara Thomas 

Thank you. Sir?  

Robert McConnell 

Just real quickly with respect to the Giovengo’s property. Robert McConnell 101 S 200 E suite 700, Salt 

Lake. The General Plan has some… it has identified this area as an opportunity corridor, it has 

residential office, mixed use zone and some higher density small lot zoning that’s approved for that area 

of the City. That’s something the Giovengo’s would like to be able to preserve and to advance in terms 

of development proposals in the future. One of the things that you’ll notice when you look at, from the 

prior presentation, Mr. Pastorik’s presentation, the map that showed the values and there was the green 

and then you got more yellow and orange and red so forth. One of the things that’s really not hard to 

figure out is that most of that green is up against and located on the east bench. And then there’s a 

pocket kind of in the Holladay area that is along Cottonwood Creek. And then there is some newer 

developed communities where their housing stock is much newer and frankly, I lived in South Jordan 

for 18 years and when I moved there the minimum lot size was 1/3 acre. Almost from the inception of 

their growth period, they started with that 1/3 acre zoning mantra. Ultimately I think they determined 

that wasn’t ideal and that they needed to have some additional higher density housing which is really the 

opposite of what you have. My point is, there are geographical limitations and inputs to the desirability 

of a property for larger lot zoning. The Giovengo’s property is up against the Mountain View Corridor, 

it’s adjacent to 5600 W, there’s high density on the other sides (on the opposite ends of it), and the 

notion that its appropriate now to put 2 acre large estate lots on there is probably not a marketable 

concept. In some respects you not only affect its value, you exchange it for dollars for rubles. And say, 

but unlike rubles I can pick up and put in my bag and go down to the Zion’s monetary exchange and 

change them out for dollars. I’ve got to wait for a ruble buyer to come to West Valley City and offer me 

to buy my rubles. It’s just not a good fit.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. McConnell. Yes?  

JoAnn Jacobs 

JoAnn Jacobs, 3935 S 6000 W. So I have a question… West Valley City’s having a conversation about 

taking people’s property and making it so that they can’t do what they plan to do with it but they are 

excluding themselves on a 15 acres piece? Does that seem right to anybody? Did I get that right?  

Barbara Thomas  

I think… are you talking about the piece down on 6200 S?  

JoAnn Jacobs 

Yeah.  

Barbara Thomas 

That was a piece when the City annexed, that particular property owner had requested in the process of 

development that the zoning not be changed on that and so that request is being honored.  
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JoAnn Jacobs 

Ok but everybody else purchased their properties in the zoning that they’re currently in and if they want 

to change that zoning, they have the right to come down to the Commission to apply for that. How is 

this excluded from a blanket thing? That just doesn’t seem right. You’re putting a hardship on families 

who have been planning to use their property for a specific use but then you’re saying oh but we’ve got 

15 acres that we’re going to exclude from that. I was just clarifying that was actually being said, that just 

doesn’t make sense. 

Steve Pastorik 

If I may clarify, that 15 acres actually is not owned but the City. It is owned by Property Reserve Inc. 

Again at the time it was annexed in 1996 the agreement at that time, written agreement that was 

approved by the City Council and the land owners at the time, was that the zoning on that particular 

piece would not be changed.  

JoAnn Jacobs  

I’m pretty sure when I bought my property I signed a piece of paper saying that my zoning was going to 

be x. How does this not qualify under that same thing? That’s all I’m saying… how does your property 

get excluded when the rest of these people are being put into a hardship because of something the City 

Council’s dreamed up.  

Barbara Thomas  

It’s not the City that owns it. It’s another property owner who when they purchased the property has a 

written agreement indicating that the zoning would not change.  

JoAnn Jacobs 

I have a written agreement that I have this particular zoning on my property. I have a written 

documentation saying this is the zoning on my property. They are just going in and arbitrarily changing 

it. I don’t see how they have the power to say I’m going to change the zoning here but this is excluded 

because of this even though when I went to my title company I signed documents saying my zoning as 

this. That’s all I’m saying. That didn’t make sense to me.  

Barbara Thomas  

I understand what you’re saying. Yes, Commissioner Meaders?  

Clover Meaders 

**audio did not record** 

Steve Pastorik 

Sure, so if you have an existing home then of course we’re not proposing any… in a subdivision we are 

not proposing any zone changes there. I think the distinction here, or the misunderstanding, is that the 

City can propose changes in zoning on property in the City. The City has done that many times in the 

past and has that ability to basically change zoning on property. So once you have a particular zone in 

place, there’s no guarantee in the City’s zoning ordinance that says that that zoning will never change or 

that it will always be that.  
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Barbara Thomas 

Ok thank you. Let’s go ahead and get some other discussion while we still have others who are waiting. 

Back here and then you sir after that.  

Fred Cox 

Thank you my name is Fred Cox I live at 4466 Early Duke Street in West Valley City. I’m an architect, 

I work and live in West Valley. My 6,800 square foot lot isn’t going to win any awards, I’m just trying 

to hang on to it, the economy hasn’t been great. I did want to comment, somebody that spoke earlier 

about Colt Ct, I believe it was Mr. Condie that spoke. Those lots there are some of the nicest lots… I’ve 

knocked on lots of doors in this valley or at least a good portion of West Valley. They’re nice lots. 

They’re not all brick, they’re not all 15,000 square feet lots. I don’t know if you want to get rid of, 

looking at the map which is what you’re discussing, I’m not sure if you want to make the changes that 

are being proposed in the map. I love the flexibility that was mentioned earlier and keeping some of the 

existing zones. My comment is, if you’re going to change some of the lots that are being proposed on 

the map, take into account that those changes would not necessarily allow another development like that 

one on Colt Ct. If you’re looking for some really nice ramblers or whatever, it’s got it. And they did it in 

lot smaller lots. I just wanted to mention that. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas 

Thank you Mr. Cox.  

Robert Farnsworth 

Hi thank you. Again Robert Farnsworth, I guess last time I didn’t give you my address so we’ll do that. 

7776 S Oak Shadow Cir. Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121. Again here speaking on my mother’s behalf. 

I want to just put this into the record if I may because of what I’ve already stated previously about the 

unfair hardship that could, or that will if this is passed and these rezoning’s will take effect, be that 

burden upon your citizens. We’re all familiar with our Constitution. I just wanted to remind everybody 

about the Fifth Amendment and without reading the entire Fifth Amendment I’ll just read a couple 

words out of it. It says no person shall and then at the very bottom after it goes through many other 

things that could be imposed upon you. It says no person shall… let’s see…. Or… no private property 

shall be taken for public use without just compensation. I’d submit to you right now that if you’re 

looking at taking a 35-50% value from somebody, this is a public taking under the Constitution and the 

Fifth Amendment. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Farnsworth.  

Brandon Hill 

Madam Chair, again if I might comment on that issue and provide some advice to the Commission on 

that front. A clear line of case law both at the Utah Supreme Court and the United States Supreme Court 

level indicates as a matter of law that such a development would not be a taking under the meaning of 

the Utah or the United States Constitution. So the wisdom of the proposal is something obviously for 

debate but that’s been resolved as a matter of law.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you. Yes?  
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Kelly Engel 

My husband and I both grew up here. Kelly Engel 3610 S 3440 W. We both grew up here and we 

bought our land after we built our home from my father-in-law who would be rolling over in his grave 

right now if he could hear all this. But our plan, we bought it as an investment because we’re self-

employed. That’s our retirement. We wanted to develop the land and our thought down the road was, 

with Victoria Woods right but us and the Gerald Wright Home, we were thinking of maybe looking into 

building some sort of an assisted living for elderly people. If this plan goes through, we don’t even have 

that option because we can’t even apply to have the zoning changed if we want to do that. So I don’t 

think it’s right that you just do this blanket thing on all the property in the valley that’s left and don’t 

give people an option to do what they want with their own land.  

Steve Pastorik 

If I may clarify, so in West Valley assisted living projects have been approved in commercial zones so 

the commercial zoning under the zone text amendment is still an option to petition for. So it would be 

possible to request zoning and do an assisted living project if the commercial zoning was approved.  

Barbara Thomas  

Ok, yes sir. Then the lady in the copper colored shirt.  

Jim Yates 

Jim Yates, 3076 Cruise Way, Glen Brock’s son-in-law. Unfortunately he has enough property that he 

got both letters. I just want to go on the record of my prior statement that we also object to this other 

proposal. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Yates. Mam?  

Anita Brock 

I had not planned to do this but just a few thoughts. Anita Brock, 4411 W 4415 S. It was suggested to us 

earlier this week that we come to the City Council meeting that was held last evening in addition to this 

meeting here. We did though not nearly so many people because most people were not aware of that, 

I’m sure they would have been here. We were listened to but then they kind of just started telling us why 

and they didn’t cover all the points that we made but points that we had made that we were wrong and 

not understanding those right. One of the things that they told us when they referred to this new business 

park that is being built and that there would be CEO’s and they told us that they would be looking for 

housing in West Valley City and so they want to have these fabulous lots where they can come and 

build, the CEO’s can come and build these fabulous homes. I loved the sweet teacher that talked about 

the good people that live here in West Valley City. I have really felt offended as we have gone through 

this process that we are basically being told that we are not the kind of citizens that are being looked for 

to live here in West Valley City. It really does bother me. I kind of thought as this meeting is being 

recorded, correct? Possibly the City Council could benefit from listening to some of the comments that 

have been made here this evening because I think a lot of the people would have been here making those 

comments last evening. The comments have been very sensible and made a lot of common sense. I have 

really appreciated them and second the many of the thougths that have been made. May I just ask, June 

10 you say will be your next meeting on this. Will this time be the same at 4 o’clock?  
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Barbara Thomas 

That’s when our meeting would begin, yes.  

Anita Brock 

Okay. And I am wondering how we can find out, how we can know as citizens, what will be being 

discussed at the City Council meetings and what dates.  

Barbara Thomas 

Well I don’t know that there’ll be discussion at the City Council level. It’ll primarily be at the Planning 

Commission level. They have asked us to review this to get input from citizens and then to make a 

recommendation to them. 

Anita Brock 

Okay they did talk about this last evening.  

Barbara Thomas  

I don’t know if they’ll be discussing it formally on their agenda or do you know differently?  

Steve Pastorik 

Once the Planning Commission makes a recommendation to the Council then the Council will hold a 

public hearing similar to this on both applications. Just to clarify, Ms. Brock brought up the Council 

meeting last night. Just want to make sure it’s clear that every Council meeting, every Tuesday the 

Council has a public comment period where people can come and address any issue. These two items 

were not on the Council’s agenda last night yet there were some people that came and addressed these 

applications. Again, that public comment period is open to any public comment. At the point that these 

applications are formally considered by the Council there will be a public hearing for those.  

Anita Brock 

Okay, thank you very much. And again I would be happy to suggest that they might listen to some of the 

comments tonight.  

Steve Pastorik 

And if I may also just clarify that the Council will receive the minutes of the Planning Commission 

meeting so they will have all the comments that were made this evening.  

Barbara Thomas  

Fabulous. Was there someone else who wanted to speak on this? Sir?  

Greg Cox 

Gregory Cox, I’m representing Monticello Academy, a charter school at 2782 S Corporate Park Drive. 

And I don’t come speaking for or against necessarily the proposals here but more making the Planning 

Commission aware when plans are brought in the future for developing that land around that school. As 

we have watched the Lake Park development really develop over these last several months, we’re 

finding something that we already experience may become much much much more serious. And that is 

that when they built that building, they built it in a hole. Every time it rains we have water come into the 

foundation into the floors. Now we find that all the buildings, all the community being built up towards 
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us is at least 5 feet higher than we are. We’re going to be in a real hole when they build all the way 

around there as that continues and the streets are at the level they currently are. As plans are brought to 

you for approval, I would hope you would think about how that water or any water is going to be able to 

be taken away from the buildings so that we don’t end up being a swimming pool instead of a school. 

Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Mr. Cox. Is there anyone else? Mam.  

Doreen Yates 

Hi my name is Doreen Yates, I live at 3076 Cruise Way. I am a daughter of Glen Brock who… excuse 

me… who would have liked to have been here tonight. I’m sorry. As I’ve sat here , I sat through the 

Council meeting last night and sitting here tonight I want to thank you for your willingness to listen to 

us. Last night at the City Council meeting we were made to feel uneducated and to feel very lesser of 

people in our concerns. I appreciate to you tonight that you’re willing to listen and acknowledge some of 

the concerns that we have. I also echo that’s already been said tonight. We oppose both of these 

rezoning proposald. I just want to thank you for your willingness to listen to how it will directly affect 

my father’s medical care that he will receive. That may not mean a whole lot to West Valley as a whole 

but he is a long-time resident and I know he is not alone in what he struggles with in life right now. I 

know there are very many elderly property owners and families who want to work with their elderly 

parents in making choices as to what they would like to do with the property that their parents worked 

hard to obtain. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas  

Thank you Ms. Yates. Okay, if there’s no one else then we’ll close this hearing and bring it back to the 

Commission. Are there comments for discussion? Yes Commissioner Woodruff?  

Harold Woodruff 

Well there’s no reason with the outcome of the previous hearing but to continue this. I’ll make a motion 

for GPZ-1-2015 to continue it.  

Brent Fuller 

I second. 

Barbara Thomas  

Seconded. Is there a discussion?  

Brandon Hill 

Just to be clear, is that motion to continue to the June meeting, the same as the other?  

Harold Woodruff 

Yes. Let’s continue it to the June meeting also. Thank you.  

Barbara Thomas  

It’s acceptable to the second I assume?  
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Brent Fuller 

Yes 

Barbara Thomas 

Okay. Roll call vote please.  

Nichole Camac 

  Commissioner Fuller  Yes 

  Commissioner Matheson Yes 

  Commissioner Meaders Yes 

  Commissioner Mills  N/A 

  Commissioner Tupou  Yes 

  Commissioner Woodruff Yes  

  Chairman Thomas  Yes 

 

Motion for continuance to the June meeting is approved.  

 

Barbara Thomas  

 

Okay thank you. Thank you ladies and gentleman, we appreciate your time, your comments, and  

appreciate the fact that you know how difficult this is.  

 

Commissioner Brent Fuller was excused. 

SUBDIVISION APPLICATIONS 

 

S-4-2015 

CABCO 5600 West Subdivision – Lot 1 Amended 

2514 South 5600 West 

M Zone 

 

BACKGROUND: 
Adam Maher, is requesting a plat amendment for lot 1 of the CABCO 5600 West Subdivision. 

This subdivision was recorded with the Salt Lake County Recorder’s Office in August 2014.  The 

subdivision is located immediately to the north of the Riter Canal and west of 5600 West.     

 

ISSUES: 

The proposed plat amendment is being requested in order to divide lot 1 into 2 lots.  The end result 

will allow the developer an opportunity to convert buildings currently under construction to 

function as a condominium development.  Once the plat amendment is approved, a condominium 

plat can be submitted.  

 

Lot 1A will consist of 2.9 acres while lot 1B will consist of 1.5 acres.  Dedication of 5600 West 

and Anna Caroline Drive was done as part of the original subdivision application.  All conditions 

of approval related to the original plat are still in effect with this application.     

 

The Planning Commission has already reviewed and approved the conditional use permit for the 

construction of new buildings.  All conditions associated with that approval will also stay in place.  

The subdivision does fall within the 5600 West Overlay Zone.  As such, future commercial and/or 

industrial uses will be subject to increased development standards.   
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Commercial condominiums are not uncommon.  There are a variety of benefits associated with 

doing a commercial condominium project.  For the property owner, it is primarily the ability to 

sell units as opposed to leasing them.  For business owners it is the ability to predict occupancy 

costs without having to renegotiate their lease every few years.  There is also a sense of well-being 

in owning a business property that helps keep the entire project viable because of the interest each 

owner has in wanting the overall project to succeed.  For these reasons, Mr. Maher would like to 

amend the subdivision plat.  

 

STAFF ALTERNATIVES: 

1. Approve the amended CABCO 5600 West Subdivision Lot 1 Amended Subdivision plat subject 

to a resolution of staff concerns. 

 

2. Continue the application for reasons determined in the Planning Commission meeting. 

 

 Applicant: 

 Not present 

 

Discussion: Steve Lehman presented the application. The Planning Commission had no further 

questions or concerns.  

 

Motion: Commissioner Matheson moved for approval.  

 

 Commissioner Tupou seconded the motion. 

 

  Roll call vote:           
  Commissioner Fuller  N/A 

  Commissioner Matheson Yes 

  Commissioner Meaders Yes 

  Commissioner Mills  N/A 

  Commissioner Tupou  Yes  

  Commissioner Woodruff Yes  

  Chairman Thomas  Yes 

 

          Unanimous-S-4-2015- Approved 

 

S-6-2015 

E-Center Retail Subdivision – Lots 2A-2D Amended  

3100 South Decker Lake Drive  

M Zone 

3 Lots 

5 Acres 

 

BACKGROUND 
Mark Green, is requesting consideration to amend lots 2A-2D of the E-Center Retail Subdivision, 

Lot 2 Amended.  The purpose for the amended subdivision is to consolidate lots 2C and 2D and 

revise lots 2A and 2B.  The subject property is located north of 3100 South at Decker Lake Drive.   

 

ISSUES: 
The E-Center Retail Subdivision, Lot 2 Amended, was recorded with the Salt Lake County 

Recorder’s Office in January 2009.  The subdivision plat consisted of 4 lots on 5 acres.  The 
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subdivision plat will amend all lots by reconfiguring them to allow a future hotel.   

 

The amended plat will consolidate lots 2C and 2D and will reconfigure lots 2A and 2B. Lots within 

the subdivision will accommodate uses that will accentuate the hotels in the area, transit oriented 

development and entertainment uses in this part of the City.  The subdivision is located in the 

commercial overlay zone.   All uses in this zone are considered conditional and will therefore be 

reviewed by the Planning Commission. 

 

Access to the subdivision will be gained from both Decker Lake Drive and 3100 South.  Access 

in and through the various lots will be achieved by interior driveways.  Recorded access easements 

already exist to facilitate the new hotel.  During the review of the original plat, it was determined 

that access through Parcel A (immediately north of the subdivision) was acceptable, but that 

parking would be limited for the Maverik Center overflow.      

 

In addition to access easements, drainage easements will also exist to accommodate storm water.  

The developer will need to coordinate these with the City Engineering Division to ensure that the 

amended plat still provides the necessary easements for this purpose.   

 

Over the years extensive fill material has been brought to this site.  The developer will need to 

provide grading plans for each of the future uses.  In addition, a soils report will need to be 

submitted for review by the City Engineering and Building Divisions.   

 

As each of the proposed lots develop, additional reviews will be necessary.  Therefore, it is not 

necessary that the review of the subdivision plat be all inclusive.  The subdivision plat will contain 

easements and other information applicable to the division of property, but will not address site 

design issues typically found in commercial developments. 

 

STAFF ALTERNATIVES: 
 

1. Approve the Amended E-Center Retail Subdivision Lots 2A-2D Amended subject to a resolution 

of staff concerns noted in the analysis.     

 

2. Continue the application for reasons determined in the Planning Commission meeting. 

 

 Applicant: 

 Dale Bennett 

 

Discussion: Steve Lehman presented the application. Dale Bennett, representing the applicant, 

had nothing further to add. The Planning Commission had no further questions or concern.  

 

Motion: Commissioner Meaders moved for approval.  

 

 Commissioner Tupou seconded the motion. 

 

  Roll call vote:           
  Commissioner Fuller  N/A 

  Commissioner Matheson Yes 

  Commissioner Meaders Yes 

  Commissioner Mills  N/A 

  Commissioner Tupou  Yes 

  Commissioner Woodruff Yes  
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  Chairman Thomas  Yes 

 

          Unanimous-S-6-2015- Approved 

 

CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATIONS 

 

C-16-2015 

 

 This item has been withdrawn.  

 

 

C-19-2015 

Rasoul Gassmepour 

2851 South Redwood Road 

Redwood Auto Care Center 

C-2 Zone (.81 Acres) 

 

Rasoul Gassmepour is requesting a conditional use amendment for a multi tenant commercial building 

located at 2851 South Redwood Road.  The property is zoned C-2 (general commercial) and is classified 

as mixed use which includes commercial and medium density residential at this location. Surrounding 

zones include C-2 to the north, south and a portion of the east, M (manufacturing) to the west across 

Redwood Road, and R-1-6 (single family residential, minimum lot size 6,000 square feet) for the 

remaining east portion. Surrounding uses include vacant ground to the north, commercial/light industrial 

to the west, commercial to the south and single family homes to the east.  

 

This project received conditional use approval on March 13, 2013 (C-10-2013). At that time the 

proposal was to construct an 8,772 square foot building that included six shop spaces with overhead 

doors for auto repair tenants and one retail tenant space. The conditions of approval stated that if one or 

more of the shop spaces are used as retail or office space, the overhead door(s) for such shop spaces 

shall be removed and replaced with a glass storefront. Two of the shop spaces have been converted to 

retail space and have the glass store fronts so there are currently four overhead doors in place. There 

have been several retail type tenants that are interested in this space but they would like keep the 

overhead door for their business. These tenants include a furniture store and an exercise equipment 

retailer. These tenants feel the overhead doors would benefit their business and provide better 

maneuvering area for their merchandise. Therefore, Mr. Gassmepour would like to amend the original 

conditions of approval and be allowed to have the overhead doors in place for any use.  

 

The doors are currently a light cream color, which matches the roof trim on the building. During the 

study session the Planning Commission expressed some concern with the overhead doors and suggested 

they be painted a darker color to match either the bronze window and door trim or the block on the 

building.  

 

Mr. Gassmepour would also like to add auto sales as a possible use for this site. The original approval 

was for auto repair only. There would not be any outside storage or display of vehicles permitted.  

 

Parking calculations were done for several scenarios to verify that there would be adequate parking if 

four overhead doors remained on site for retail uses. There are 35 parking stalls provided which would 

meet the ordinance for the proposed tenant mix. Business licenses will be monitored to ensure that the 

parking is sufficient. 
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Staff Alternatives 
 

Approval, subject to the following conditions: 

 

1) The original conditions of approval from C-10-20136 shall apply as follows: 

1. The applicant must receive approval from all applicable agencies and City departments. 

2. Roof mounted equipment, such as air conditioning units, has not been proposed as part of 

this application. If roof mounted equipment is needed in the future, such equipment must be 

screened from view by a parapet wall. 

3. The five parcels shall be consolidated into one parcel. 

4. All automotive repair work shall be conducted within the building. 

5. No parts, junk vehicles or equipment shall be stored outside of the building. No compressors 

or other equipment shall be used outside of the building.   

6. No plans for a monument sign were submitted as part of this application. If a monument sign 

is desired in the future, plans for the monument sign must be reviewed by the Planning 

Commission. 

7. No painting will be allowed inside or outside of the building.  

 

2) Auto sales is permitted. There shall be no outside display of vehicles. 

 

3) There shall be no more than four (4) overhead doors along the front façade. These doors shall be 

painted to match the exterior block of the building.  

 

4) There must be adequate parking provided for the tenant mix on site.  

 

Continuance, for reasons determined during the public hearing. 

 

 Applicant: 

 Fred Cox 

 4466 Early Duke Street 

 

Discussion: Jody Knapp presented the application. Fred Cox, representing the applicant, stated 

that the applicant will change the color of the overhead doors if the Planning Commission 

requests this. He indicated that there is a furniture store and an exercise equipment business that 

would like to move into the building and utilize the overhead doors. Mr. Cox stated that it would 

be good for the applicant to have the option of keeping the overhead doors in the future and not 

having to swap out the store fronts with every change of tenant.  

 

Motion: Commissioner Tupou moved for approval subject to the 4 staff conditions.  

 

 Commissioner Meaders seconded the motion. 

 

  Roll call vote:           
  Commissioner Fuller  N/A 

  Commissioner Matheson Yes 

  Commissioner Meaders Yes 

  Commissioner Mills  N/A 

  Commissioner Tupou  Yes  

  Commissioner Woodruff Yes  

  Chairman Thomas  Yes 
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          Unanimous-C-19-2015- Approved 

 

C-22-2015 

Lake City Coatings 

2040 W 2200 S 

M Zone (1.47 acre site) 

 

The applicant, Steven Mann of Lake City Coatings, is requesting a conditional use amendment for an 

auto and equipment protective coating business at 2040 W 2200 S. The zoning for this area is M, 

Manufacturing. The West Valley City General Plan designates this area as light manufacturing. The 

surrounding zoning is also Manufacturing.  Adjacent uses include Penske Truck Leasing to the east, a 

variety of light manufacturing/industrial businesses to the south and west and SR-201 to the north. 

 

The original 1975 Conditional Use for the property was for two multi-tenant buildings.  Lake City 

Coatings will operate out of a 1,000 square foot tenant space in the northern-most building. All projects 

will be taken in by appointment only.  The work will generally be performed between the hours of 5 – 

11 p.m. Monday – Friday, and 9 a.m. – 11 p.m. Saturday and Sunday.  

 

Any automotive work shall be done within the building. There will be no outside storage allowed as part 

of this business, including storage of vehicles. The minimum number of required parking spaces is three 

(3) per service bay. There is adequate space for the three required stalls, however, the stalls will need to 

be re-striped.  The applicant has indicated that the only signage for the business will be a window sign 

on the door.  If additional signage is added in the future it will need to be in compliance with the West 

Valley City sign ordinance. 

 

The original conditions of approval, ZC-57-1975, included landscaping requirements.  The landscape 

plan shows three trees along the front landscaped area of the property, but only one is remaining.  In 

general the area is well-maintained, but two additional trees will need to be added.  The original plan 

also shows a 10’ landscaped area along the back of the property.  The existing landscaping is full of 

weeds and overgrown.  This area shall be maintained and re-landscaped.   

 

Staff Alternatives: 

 

Approval, subject to the resolution of any concerns raised at the public hearing, as well as the following 

conditions:  

 

1. Automotive work shall only be conducted within the building and shall not be conducted outside or 

in any parking areas. 

2. There is to be no outside storage of any kind permitted for this use.  

3. The three (3) required parking stalls shall be re-striped.  

4. Landscaping on the property shall be completed per the original C-57-1975 landscape plan and 

installed within 60 days from the issuance of a business license. 

5. All requirements of affected departments and agencies must be met. 

6. Any new signage shall meet all regulations contained in Title 11 of the West Valley City Code. 

 

Continuance, to allow for the resolutions of any issues raised at the public hearing. 

 

 Applicant: 

 Steven Mann 
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Discussion: Brock Anderson presented the application. Steven Mann, the applicant, asked what 

type of landscaping should be installed on the north side of the property and indicated that there 

is a drainage ditch in this location. Brock replied that the landscaping plans show 10 feet of 

landscaping that include shrubs but there is no specification on the type. Latai Tupou asked if the 

property owner is aware of the improvements that will need to happen. Mr. Mann replied that he 

will inform him of the necessary changes. Barbara Thomas suggested that Brock send a letter to 

the property owner to inform him of the landscaping requirements. Brock stated that he would do 

this.  

 

Motion: Commissioner Woodruff moved for approval subject to the 6 staff conditions.  

 

 Commissioner Tupou seconded the motion. 

 

  Roll call vote:           
  Commissioner Fuller  N/A 

  Commissioner Matheson Yes 

  Commissioner Meaders Yes 

  Commissioner Mills  N/A 

  Commissioner Tupou  Yes  

  Commissioner Woodruff Yes  

  Chairman Thomas  Yes 

 

          Unanimous-C-22-2015- Approved 

 

C-23-2015 

Pro’s Body Shop 

2236 S 3270 W (Unit #5) 

M Zone (4.19 acres; subject unit, 8,125 square foot shop) 

Approved Use: Auto Body Shop 

 

The applicant, Pro’s Body Shop, requests conditional use approval for an auto body shop at 2236 S 3270 

W unit #5.  The site is zoned M, Manufacturing and classified as light manufacturing in the West Valley 

City General Plan.  Auto body and service is a conditional use within this zone. 

 

Pro’s Body Shop intends to operate out of an 8,125 square foot shop within a 53,000 square foot 

industrial building. They will also operate out of a 1,100 square foot office space which is the southwest 

unit within a separate building to the south. Pro’s Body Shop will do paperwork and take care of clients 

out of the office. 

 

The shop is where they will conduct the auto body repairs including auto collision repair, metal and 

body filler sanding on autobody and structure, frame straightening and dent repair. The shop has a large 

open area where the majority of repairs will occur. They anticipate working on up to 5 cars at any one 

time. They have two prep rooms, a polish room, and they plan to install a large spray/pain booth. There 

are two large overhead doors, one providing access the shop area and the other for the polish room.  

 

Wrecked or inoperable cars will be brought to the site and taken directly into the shop where they will 

undergo assessment until authorized to begin repairs. Finished vehicles will primarily be stored up near 
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the office to allow client pick up. It is not anticipated to have much client traffic in the shop area but 

rather up by the office. 

 

Pro’s Body Shop will have 10 parking stalls up by the office. They will have 16 stalls north of the shop. 

Five of which will be for shop employees while the rest are for cars not yet in the repair process. 

 

They currently have 5 employees working in the shop along with office personnel. Their hours are 7 am 

to 6 pm Monday to Friday, 7 to 1 on Saturday, and closed Sundays. The only signage for the business is 

a small sign up by the office and a panel within the multi-tenant pole sign that serves the entire site. 

 

Staff Alternatives: 

 

Approval, subject to the resolution of any concerns raised at the public hearing as well as the following 

conditions: 

1. The approved use is Auto Body and Service. 

2. Wrecked vehicles shall be stored within the shop. 

3. The site shall conform to the requirements of the International Building Code (IBC), the 

International Fire Code (IFC), and National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 

4. All requirements of affected departments and agencies must be met including the West 

Valley City Fire Department and Granger Hunter Improvement District 

5. A building permit shall be acquired for the spray/paint booth. 

6. This use is subject to review upon a valid complaint. 

Continuance, for applicant to resolve concerns raised at the public hearing. 

 

 Applicant: 

 Sergio Bustamente  

 

Discussion: Kevin Despain presented the application. Sergio Bustamante, the applicant, stated 

that he operates a small company that works hard to run a legitimate business. Jack Matheson 

asked if water based paint is used. Mr. Bustamente replied yes and indicated that this is now a 

requirement.   

 

Motion: Commissioner Meaders moved for approval subject to the 6 staff conditions.  

 

 Commissioner Woodruff seconded the motion. 

 

  Roll call vote:           
  Commissioner Fuller  N/A 

  Commissioner Matheson Yes 

  Commissioner Meaders Yes 

  Commissioner Mills  NA 

  Commissioner Tupou  Yes  

  Commissioner Woodruff Yes  
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  Chairman Thomas  Yes 

 

          Unanimous-C-23-2015- Approved 

 

PLANNING COMISSION BUSINESS 

 

Approval of Minutes from April 8, 2015 (Regular Meeting) Approved 

Approval of Minutes from April 22, 2015 (Regular Meeting) Continued  

Approval of Minutes from May 6, 2015 (Study Session) Continued 

 

 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 7:03 p.m. 

 Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

 

 _____________________________________ 

 Nichole Camac, Administrative Assistant 


